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Current Topics. 


Consular Jurisdiction and the Right of Asylum. 


THE DESIRE of the British Government not to question the 
action taken by other governments in respect of their own 
subjects has naturally disinclined the Foreign Secretary to 
interfere in the recent deportation of the Russian subject 
ADAMOVITCH from Egypt; but Sir Epwarp Grey’s replies to 
questions in Parliament, and the controversy which has arisen 
on the subject, shew the doubt which exists as to the exact 
extent of consular jurisdiction under the Capitulations with 
Turkey, dating from 1675, by which the present practice in 
Egypt is governed. The consular jurisdiction is based on the 
theory that the sovereign in, whose territory it exists is incap- 
able of doing justice to foréigners in his own courts. Hence 
he delegates a part of his sovereignty to the representa- 
tives of foreign - nations, and they have in his country 
jurisdiction, civil and criminal, over their own subjects. But 
it does not appear to follow from this that the consuls 
have any right of deportation, and we gather that, in Sir 
Epwarp GREY'S view, any such right is the result of 
practice rather than of the strict effect of the Capitulations. As 
Mr. Baty pointed out, in a letter to the Times of the 13th 
inst., deportation depends upon the theory of exterritoriality— 
that is, that the Russian subject in Egypt is to be deemed 
to be in Russian territory—and this is quite a different matter 
from the limited delegation of sovereign power involved in the 
Capitulations. In fact, the idea on which the Capitulations are 
based is obsolete, and their abolition is only a question of time. 
But the abolition may be rendered more difficult if govern- 
ments discover that they can be made a means of depriving 
political offenders of the privilege of asylum, 


The Etiquette of the Bar. 


A QUESTION of constitutional as well as professional importance 
has been agitating the public mind during the last ten days. 
Ina leading article last week the Times, a journal which has 
always spoken with some authority upon questions of law, 
criticized in decided terms the acceptance by Sir EDWARD 
Carson and Mr. F. E. Smitu, K.C., of briefs on behalf of the 
Isaacs family in the Matin and the Chesterton causes celdbres. 
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These gentlemen, so runs the argument, are members of Parlia 
ment as well as lawyers ; it is their political duty to their party 
and their constituents to criticize in the House of Commons the 
attitude of ministers in connection with the Marconi Contract ; 
but this they cannot do with spirit or effect if they have already 
acted as advocates for one of the ministers in question in 
two famous public cases. There arises, therefore, a conflict 
between their parliamentary and their professional duties ; 
to avoid this conflict the Times considers that the briefs 
ought not to have been accepted; if there is any 
rofessional rule of etiquette to the contrary, the 
eading article expressed the opinion that it must be abrogated 
by the proper authority as antagonistic to the public interest. 
Two questions clearly emerge: the first, as to the precise guid- 
ance given by professional etiquette to counsel faced with a 
problem in casuistry of this nature ; the second, as to the con- 
stitutional aspect of the question quite apart from all merely 
professional rules. On the first point there is not really, we 
conceive, much doubt. It is generally recognized at the bar that 
a barrister, in the absence of “special circumstances,’ must 
accept a brief at a proper fee in any court where he usually 
practises, irrespective of all personal considerations ; this view 
was authoritatively laid down by ELpon, L.C., when his opinion 
was desired by the bar in 1822 (Ez parte Lloyd, Mont. p. 30, 
note). The same view has been expressed by Mr. 
Justice NEVILLE and Mr. Horton Situ, K.C., in recent 
letters to the Times. Erskine, L.C., acted upon it in 
1792, when he defended Paine against the charge 
of libelling the Royal Family, for one member of which (the 
Prince of Wales) Exskinz was then Attorney-General. It is 
true that Lord Russet of KiLLowen, for political reasons, 
threw up his retainer on behalf of the Times, and refused to 
appear for that paper before the Parnell Commission. But 
the Commission was not an ordinary judicial tribunal ; it was an 
extraordinary body appointed to investigate a purely political 
controversy, so that no precedent can fairly be based upon Lord 
RUSSELL’S action. 
Special Circumstances. 

But THE question is not concluded, of course, by an appeal to 
an existing rule of professional etiquette. If indefensible on 
pubiic grounds, the rules of legal etiquette must be reformed ; 
their only excuse for existence, indeed, is that they serve the 
public interest. The wider question remains as to whether it is 
a desirable thing that advocates who occupy leading positions 
in political life should appear for political opponents before 
forensic tribunals. Now, we think that there are cases in 
which no such appearance could reasonably be required 
of an advocate, political or otherwise; but probably they all 
come within the exception of “special circumstances.” A 
barrister who held prohibitionist views on the liquor question 
could scarcely be expected to accept a brief on behalf of a public- 
house at Licensing Sessions, even although he habitually practised 
there. An advocate who conscientiously objected to divorce on 
religious grounds, even though he appears for the defence 
in the Divorce Court, and therefore “usually practises” there, 
could not be refused liberty to decline briefs for the petitioner. 
But where the res litigiosa is not a matter of general political 
or religious controversy, but merely the character or conduct 
of particular persons who happen to be politicians, it would be 
greatly against the public interest if political barristers were to 
take up the attitude: “We will not appear on behalf of a 
political opponent.” The inevitable result would be that in 
every action to which a prominent political personage was a party, 
especially if it had some remote connection with politics—-e.g., a 
libel action by a parliamentary candidate—juries would get 
accustomed to see Liberal advocates habitually appearing for the 
one side and Conservative advocates for the other. They 
would soon come to consider every such action as a mere 
political dispute, and would decide it in accordance with thei: 
political convictions, not the merits of the dispute. - To save us 
from this most undesirable state of affairs, it is well that emin ut 
counsel should, from time to time, imitate the example of 
Sir Epwarp Carson and Mr. F. E. Smitu by giving loyal 
service to a political opponent in his private disputes. 





The Apportionment of the Increase of Licence 
Duties. 

WE HAVE commented several ‘times on the difficulties raised 
by the provision in section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, for the 
apportionment between lessor and lessee of the increase of the 
licence duties occasioned by the Finance Act, 1910. Certain 
points were decided by Judge Sere in Norris v. Lock, which 
we noticed at the time (pp. 332, 352, ante), and we observed 
that it still remained to be determined whether “grantor” in 
the section included the owner of thé reversion for the time 
being, and whether an intermediate lessee could pass any part 
of the burden on to his superior lessor: On the first point it is 
reasonably clear that “grantor” must be construed widely. The 
grantor of the lease includes, for the purposes of the section, the 
person who, for the time being, is entitled to receive the rent 
reserved by the lease. The second point—whether an inter- 
mediate lessee can claim apportionment against his superior 
lessor — occasions more difficulty, and a considered judgment 
on it has just been given by Judge Bray in Watney, Coombe, 
Reid, & Co. v. Berners (reported elsewhere), and the 
learned judge has held that such a claim can be made. 
Under the section the lessee, under the lease of a free public- 
house, is entitled, notwithstanding any agreement to the contrary, 
to recover from the grantor of the lease so much of any increase 
of the duty payable in respect of the licence under the provisions 
of the Finance Act, 1910, as is proportionate to any increased 
rent or premium payable in respect of the premises being let as 
licensed premises. Judge Bray considered that the section was 
prima facie applicable as between a lessor and a lessee who was not 
himself the occupier and licence-holder, and the real point for 
determination was whether in the phrase “increase of the duty 
payable in respect of the licence” the word “ payable ” was to be 
read as “ payable by the lessee.” 


The Position of Intermediate Lessees. 

THE IMPORTANCE of taking the word “payable” as it stands 
in the section, without qualification, isobvious. If, asthe learned 
judge held, the section prima facie applies to the case of lessor and 
non-occupying lessee, then the lessee is able to pass on a certain 
part of the increase of the duty. This is an increase of the duty 
payable in respect of the premises, and it is immaterial whether 
the non-occupying lessee has himself paid it or not. If, how- 
ever, as was contended for the superior lessor, the word “ payable 
is to be read as payable by the lessee, then it must also mean 
payable by the lessee as the holder of the licence. For in no 
other capacity could he be liable to pay the increase of the 
duty as such. “It cannot,” said Judge Bray, “ mean so much 
of the duty as the lessee may have become liable to reimburse 
to a sub-lessee who has paid the duty. The amount of 
the lessér’s liability cannot depend upon arrangements or pro- 
ceedings to which he is no party.” Is there, then, any ground 
for restricting “payable” in the manner suggested? In favour 
of the restriction it was argued that the apportionment of the 
duty between superior lessor and his lessee might lead to the 
intermediate lessee getting more out of his lessor than he him- 
self had to allow to his own tenant, and various other possible 
inconveniences were suggested. But, in fact, these are rather 
reasons for concluding that the draftsman of the section 
had not carefully thought out the complications of the matter 
than for restricting the apparent effect of the section. The Legis- 
lature has used the word “ payable” without qualification, and 
the purpose of the section is apparently answered by allowing 
the increase in the duty to be apportioned among all the per- 
sons interested under the successive leases. In the Licensing 
Consolidation Act, 1910, s, 21 (3) (replacing the Licensing Act, 
1904, s. 3 (3)), express provision is made to this effect with 
respect to the compensation charge. The Finance Act, 1912, 
makes no such express provision ; on the other hand, it does not 
exclude successive apportionments, and Judge Bray held that an 
intermediate lessee was within the section, and could recover 
from his lessor a proportion of the increase of the licence duty, 
the proportion being ascertained in the way we originally 
suggested (p. 141, ante), and which now appears to be accepted as 
correct. In this particular case the intermediate lessees had under- 
taken with their tenant to pay the whole of the duty, s0 
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that no question arose as to the amount which they had to 
reimburse.to him. But no doubt, in working out the matter in 
other cases, some interesting results will be arrived at. 


The Board of Agriculture Report. 


THE REPORT of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries for 
1912 contains an interesting statement of the proceedings of the 
Board under the Tithe, Copybold, Inclosure, and other Acts. 
At the general tithe commutation in 1836 the total amount 
of tithe rent-charge in England and Wales was £4,054,405, 
of which £680,039 was payable to clerical appropriators and 
their lessees, £2,412,104 to parochial incumtents, £766,206 to 
lay impropriators, and £196,056 to schools and colleges, &c. 
The facilities for extinction of the charge by merger or 
redemption have reduced the total to £3,697,042, a diminution 
in the seventy-six years of only 8 per cent. In cases where land 
has been divided into small portions, particularly in urban 
districts, the collection of the tithe rent-charge is troublesome, 
and suggestions are made for conferring on the Board greater 
discretion in fixing the terms of redemption, so as to accelerate 
the extinction of the charge in this way. The actual amount 
paid per £100 of rent-charge depends on the septennial averages 
of the prices of corn, and for the present year it is £74 14s. 93d., 
making the total amount payable £2,763,216. The process 
of enfranchisement of copyholds by the Board is continually 
going on, and in 1912 209 cases were completed, 70 being 
voluntary enfranchisements and 139 compulsory. The total 
consideration paid for the enfranchisements completed in 
the year was, in capital payments, £10,618, and in rent- 
charges £45. The corresponding totals under the Copyhold 
Acts from the commencement are £2,741,348 and £21,174, and, 
in addition, 1,388 acres of land have been assigned to the lords 
as compensation. The report contains also a statement of the 
progress made with various schemes for the regulation and 
inclosure of commons. We print in another column an extract 
from the report, shewing the facilities which are offered to the 
public for the inspection of documents deposited with the Board 
and of ordnance survey maps. 


Forfeiture Clauses and Restraint on Anticipation. 


THE Court of Appeal have affirmed, in Re Adamson, Public 
Trustee v. Billing (reported elsewhere), the decision of FARWELL, 
L.J., sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery Division (ante, 
p. 246), that, under a forfeiture clause in a will, a married woman 
restrained from anticipation does not by a purported assignment 
forfeit her interest. A testator, who died in 1902, by his will 
gave annuities of £104 to his son and daughter, subject as to the 
daughter to a restraint on anticipation ; and it was provided that, 
if either his son or daughter, whether under disability or not, 
should assign, dispose of, or charge his or her annuity, the annuity 
given to such son or daughter should immediately cease as if he or 
she was dead. The daughter was married, and by a deed executed 
in 1911 she purported to assign her annuity by way of security. 
And apparently she did this for the express purpose of causing 
a forfeiture and so accelerating her children’s interests. The 
assignment was, of course, ineffectual by reason of the restraint 
on anticipation, but it was contended that there had been 
an assignment within the meaning of the forfeiture clause, 
and that a forfeiture had been incurred. But FARWELL, L.J., 
declined to take this view. Forfeiture clauses, he observed, were 
in courts of equity always construed strictly, and in the similar 
case of Re Wormald (43 Ch. D. 630), Norra, J., held that where 
a married woman, restrained from anticipation, was liable to 
forfeit her life interest on “ anticipating” her income, an assign- 
ment by way of mortgage did not operate to anticipate the 
income, and was no forfeiture. ‘There is, in fact, no anticipation, 
and there is similarly no assignment, if the instrument in 
question is inoperative ; though if it has once become operative, 
the forfeiture cannot be avoided by cancelling it. This was 
settled in Re Baker (1904, 1 Ch. 157), where a beneficiary, in 
forgetfulness of the forfeiture clause, charged bis interest, and 
then, to save himself, cancelled the charge. Buck ry, J., held 
the test of forfeiture to be whether there was a moment when 
the beneficiary had given someone else the right to receive part 
of his share. Whether the mortgagee had actually received 








it or not was immaterial. In the present case, as in Re 
Wormald (supra), the purported assignment was quite ineffec- 
tual. No right to receive the annuity passed by it, and no 
forfeiture had been incurred. Hence the Court of Appeal by 
a majority (Cozens-HArpy, M.R., and Swinren Eapy, L.J.), 
supported the decision of FARWELL, L.J., though KENNEDY, 
Iz.J., dissented on the ground that the forfeiture clause was 
rendered ineffectual. Doubtless, this is a relevant consideration, 
for the court will always try to give effect to a testator’s words. 
But there is a limit to what can be done in this direction. If 
the testator has made it impossible for the married woman to 
assign, he has himself taken the sting out of the forfeiture clause. 
Had he extended the clause to an attempt to assign, no doubt the 
result would have been different : see Re Porter (1892, 3 Ch. 481). 


The Privity of Assignees. 

IT 1s not often that a judge feels at liberty to interpret 
an Act of Parliament by reference to a Rule of Court 
which uses similar phraseology in another context; but by 
following this course, Eve, J., was able to combine justice 
and convenience with strict legality in Re Freshwater, 
Yarmouth and Newport Railway Co. (ante, p. 593). Since 
it would not be practicable to levy execution on the 
rolling stock of a railway—its “ goods and chattels ”—nor in 
the public interest to seize its lands by a writ of elegit, a 
useful mode of enforcing judgments against statutory under- 
takings is provided by section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 
1867. Any “person who has recovered a judgment” against 
the company is entitled to present a petition against it for the 
appointment of a receiver and manager. But if he has assigned 
his judgment, can the assignee present the petition in his own 
name? Or must he incur the expense of joining the assignor ? 
There is no direct authority on this precise point; but in 
Goodman v Robinson (18 Q. B. D. 332) a very similar question 
arose under R. 8S. C. Ord. 16, r. 1, which enables any person 
who has “obtained” a judgment to take out a garnishee 
order against a debtor of his judgment debtor, and in that 
case a Divisional Court held that the judgment creditor’s assignee 
was entitled to obtain this relief. This decision was criticized 
by Moutton, L.J., in Forster v. Baker (1910, 2 K. B. 636), 
where the Court of Appeal held that part only of a judgment 
debt is not assignable as a chose in action under section 25 (6) of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, and therefore refused to the assignee 
of such part leave to issue execution under Ord. 42, r. 23. “I 
may say that at present I am not prepared to hold without 
further argument that the assignee of the whole of a judgment 
debt is in the same position with regard to it as the original 
judgment creditor,” said thedearned Lord Justice ; and he went 
on to indicate that Goodman v. Robinson (supra) required careful 
reconsideration. Mr. Justice Evg, however, did not feel bound 
by a remark which was only obiter dictum; and, following 
Goodman v. Robinson, and also applying it to the construction 
of a different statute, he held that the assignee need not join his 
assignor in order to present the statutory petition. 


Abandonment of a Railway. 

Ir may be presumed that the Abandonment of Railways 
Act, 1850, is tolerably well known to those concerned in the 
administration of railways, though the occasions for putting it in 
force are of rare occurrence. By section 1 of the Act, if any 
company, authorized by Act of Parliament to make a railway, 
desires that the making and carrying on of such railway, or some 
part thereof, whether commenced or not, shall be abandoned, 
the company may, by the authority and with the consent of the 
holders of three-fifths of the shares or stock, apply to the Board 
of Trade ; and under section 15 the Board may, by warrant under 
their seal, authorize the abandonment of the railway or portion 
of the railway described in the warrant. Under section 27 all the 
lands acquired by vhe company for the purposes of the railway 
or part of railway so authorized to be abandoned, must be 
sold by the company within the time limited in the 
warrant. This Act applies to Scotland, but in a recent 
case in the Scottish courts (Lockaber v. Invergarry and 
Fort Augustus Railway, 50 Sc. L. R. 550), the directors of the 
railway, without resorting to the Act, claimed the right to dis- 
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mantle their railway and to sell the plant. They stated that the 
railway had been for some time worked’ by other railways under 
agreements, and that they had been unable, after these agreements 
terminated, to get any of the Scottish railway companies to work 
it. They had no money, and no means of raising money, for the 
working of the railway. The result was that the whole of their 
railway plant was subject to rapid deterioration, and they 
were bound, asa matter of prudent administration, to realize their 
perishable assets, and this wasall they proposed todo. The com- 
plainers, on the other hand, contended that the proposed sale was 
ultra vires without the consent of Parliament. The directors had 
been entrusted with the management of a public undertaking 
which was to be open to the public on the payment of tolls, and 
though they might close it temporarily, they could not do so per- 
manently. This argument, as might have been expected, was 
upheld by the court, who decided that, though the directors 
could not be compelled to run the railway, they were not entitled 
at their own will to put an end tothe railway asa railway. The 
undertaking owed its existence to statute, and under the statute 
only could its existence be terminated. 








An Innkeeper’s Lien. 


A CASE, quite bristling with the sort of points that are 
dear to the heart of a judge who is also a thorough lawyer, came 
before Mr. Justice LusH in Chesham Automobile Supply (Limited) 
v. Beresford Hotel (Birchington) (Limited), (Times, 10th inst). The 
plaintiffs owned a motor-car, which they let under a hiring-agree- 
ment to a Mr. THOMPSON, who took it to the defendants’ hotel. 
There he stayed some considerable time, on what are popularly 
known as pension or inclusive weekly terms. He left without 
meeting his bill, and the defendants retained his car by way of 
lien. Three weeks after he left they sent the car to be 
repaired, and on its return advertised it for sale at a date more 
than six weeks after that at which Mr. THompson left ; this they 
purported to do by virtue ef the Innkeepers Act, 1878, s. 1, 
which authorizes the possessor of an innkeeper’s lien to sell the 
subject-matter of the lien if the debt is not satisfied after it has 
subsisted for six weeks. Now the plantiffs, when they heard of 
this, naturally took steps to regain their property, and the ques- 
tion which arose was whether or not the defendants could success- 
fully assert a lien under the circumstances. But this involved at 
least three troublesome points. Was the relationship between 
the hotel and its resident boarder that of innkeeper and guest ? 
If so, had the hotel lost its lien by sending the car to a 
repairer? If not, what expenses of Mr. THOMPSON were 
included in the amount secured by the lien. Did it extend to all 
the items in his bill, of which some were for disbursements 
made on his bebalf and money lent bim for some temporary 
emergency? The last of these three questions is, perhaps, the 
easiest ; certainly it is the simplest, and so we will dispose of it 
at once. It is met by pointing out that an innkeeper is not a 
commercial agent nor a moneylender. Hence, if he obliges 
his guest by making payments for him or advancing him little 
loans, he cannot say that he did so in the course of his business 
as an innkeeper, and cannot, therefore, claim an innkeeper’s lien 
for the debt thus created. This was the view taken by Mr. 
Justice Lusn, and it followed that he struck out of the bill such 
items as related to disbursements or money lent. But all items 
of board, lodging, or accommodation reasonably incidental to 
Mr. THoMPsoN’s residence at the hotel were allowed to remain. 

But the first of our three questions, unliké the last, admits 
of no such simple and immediate solution. Several ingenious 
contentions were put forward by the plaintiffs to shew that the 
relationship between the hotel and its boarder was not that of 
innkeeper and traveller. It was urged that a hotel which lays 
itself out to take permanent, or quasi-permanent, residents is not 
an “inn” in the sense contemplated by the Innkeepers Act, 1878. 
That statute, it was suggested, and the common law which it 
declared or amended, is concerned only with the keeper of a 
hostel that caters for the passing wayfarer ; the provision of 
agg transient accommodation is its essential character- 
istic. hen it goes outside the cult of the wayfarer and provides 





apartments which may be, and usually are, engaged for con- 
siderable periods of time, it loses all its claim to the possession 
of the magical and romantic name of “inn” ; it degenerates into 
a mere boarding-house, or residential hall, or by whatever name 
places of abiding residence are called. The answer to this 
plausible contention, however, is that the definition of an inn- 
keeper is not primarily concerned with the permanence of the 
accommodation afforded, but with the public and compulsory 
aspect of the innkeeper’s calling. An innkeeper is a person who 
“ holds out that he will receive all travellers and sojourners who ure 
willing to pay a price adequate to the sort of accommoration 
anil and who come in a situation in which they are fit to be 
received ” (Orchard v. Bush, 1898, 2 Q. B. 284, per Mr. Justice 
KENNEDY, at p. 288, approving Mr. Justice Best in Thomp-on v. 
Lacy, 3 B. & A. 283). If he does this, he is a common innkeeper, 
and he is legally bound to receive all guests who offer themselves ; 
he cannot receive some and reject others (Browne v. Brandt, 
1902, 1 K. B. 696, per Lord ALVERSTONE, p. 698). Length of 
stay has nothing to do with it. 

But then, it was contended, the person received must be a “ way- 
farer or sojourner”; when he becomes a Ppa om boarder 
the relationship of host and guest has changed to one of host and 
boarder—in which relationship none of the incidents of an inn- 
keeper’s status are applicable: Lamond v. Richard (1897, 1 Q. B. 
541). This, no doubt, is true; but mere lapse of time is not the 
decisive element in changing the character of the relationship. 
It is only some evidence of a change of character. The real test 
is whether the parties have expressly or impliedly agreed to treat 
the traveller’s stay as having changed its footing, so as to terminate 
the innkeeper’s liability for negligence and to deprive him of his 
lien. The burdenof proving such change of character in the relation- 
ship is upon him who asserts it; here it was not discharged. But still 
another difficulty was raised by the plaintiffs: here the traveller 
contracts at the outset for pension terns, surely this bargain must 
be treated as a waiver of this statutory right to reception in the 
inn at its customary charges ; it is a new express contract substi- 
tuted for that implied by law; therefore, the incidents of the 
latter do not apply to it. Itis not exsy to meet this argument, 
but Mr. Justice Lusu took the view that a mere arrangement as 
to terms of payment could not in itself alter the relationship, a 
view which he regarded as supported by Mr. Justice WILLS in 
Orchard v. Bush (supra). 

But even when one has come to the conclusion that such a re- 
lationship existed between Mr. THOMPSON and the hotel keepers as 
gave the latter a lien for their bill on the motor-car in their posses- 
sion, the further question arises as to whether or not that lien had 
been lost. The essence of a lien is notoriously possession ; if the 
pledgee lets his possession go he is taken to have waived his lien. 
And in the case of innkeepers, this point is specially dealt with 
by section 1 of the Innkeepers Act, 1878, which attaches a proviso 
to the right of sale conferred by the statute : “ Provided that no 
such sale shall be made until after the said goods . . . shall 
have been for the space of six weeks in such charge or custody 
or upon such premises without such debt having been paid or 
satisfied.” Mr. THompson’s car, after being three weeks on the 
hotel premises, had been sent to an engineer for repairs ; surely it 
went out of the innkeeper’s “charge or custody.” To-this Mr. 
Justice LusH found two replies. The proviso seems to contem- 
plate that the goods may remain in the innkeeper’s charge or 
custody even when they have been sent off his premises ; for it 
uses the disjunctive “or” to eonnect “ custody ” and “upon such 
premises.” Therefore a car sent off the premises may nevertheless, 
under the statute, remain in the innkeeper’s charge or custody. 
When does this happen? Obviously when he entrusts it to an 
agent on his own behalf; he then has constructive possession of 
the car by his agent. Here the repairers were the hotel’s agents, 


|and kept the car in charge or custody for the hotel. Again, 


there was in the innkeeper a statutory right to sell at the end 
of six weeks; this involves a right to do anything which is 
necessary to make the car saleable at the moment the right to 
sell accrues. This could only be done by sending the car away 
before the six weeks were up, and in sufficient time to get the 
repairs done by then. The former of Mr. Justice LusH’s two 
points is covered by authority, that of Baron BRAMWELL in 
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Mulliner v. Florence (1878, 3 Q. B. D., at p. 489). “The innkeeper 
must not dispose of the chattel so as to give someone else a 
right of possession against himself,” said that famous authority on 
the doctrines of the common law ; “if he does, he loses his lien, but 
so longas he .. . can enforce delivery of it to the guest if 
necessary, . . . . he retains his lien, even though the chattel may 
be removed for an authorized purpose from the premises.” 
The second point is not covered by authority, but seems 
reasonable on grounds of principle. But either in itself was 
enough to justify Mr. Justice LusH in holding that the lien had 
not been waived, and accordingly that the defendants had made 
out their right to detain the car. 








The Rule Against Perpetuities and 


Special Powers. 


A NOTE IN the Harvard Law Review for May (p. 648) deals with 
the question which arose recently as to the correctness of the 
statement by PARKER, J., in Re De Sommery (1912, 2 Ch. p. 630) 
with reference to the application of the rule against perpetuities 
to special powers ; and the writer of the note, and also correspon- 
dents in our own columns (pp. 388, 424, ante), have no hesitation 
in disagreeing with the saben criticism of the Law Quarterly 
Review (January, p. 13), and supporting the learned judge. And, 
indeed, when the difference between the remoteness in the creation 
and remoteness in the exercise of the power—a difference which 
we overlooked when we originally referred to the subject (p. 352, 
ante)—is borne in mind, it is obvious that the statement is 
supported by authority. Whether that authority ought to be 
followed, and a distinction which for practical purposes is useless 
maintained, is another question. 

In general, perhaps, questions as to remoteness in relation to 
powers, arise with respect to the interests created rather than to 
the time of exercise of the powers, and in principle it is only with 
interests created that the rule is concerned. But in Re De 
Sommery (supra), it was the time of exercise of the power that 
was attacked. By a will, a discretionary power was vested in 
the trustees for the time being to pay the income and capital of 
certain property, or any part of either to E, or to apply the same 
for his benefit or for the benefit of his wife and children. The 
original trustees would, of course, be living at the death of the 
testator, and there would have been no objection to the 
creation of the power had its exercise been confined to them ; but 
the trustees for the time being constituted a class the members 
of which might extend the exercise of the power beyond the 
limits of the rule, and prima facie the power was bad. It was as 
an introduction to dealing with this power that PARKER, J., made 
the following statement :— 

“A special power which, according to the true construction of 
the instrument creating it, is capable of being exercised beyond 
lives in being and twenty-one years afterwards is, by reason of the 
rule against perpetuities, absolutely void; but if it can only be 
exercised within the period allowed by the rule, it is a good power, 
even though some particular exercise of it might be void because of 
the rule.’ 

The distinction is laid down by Prof. Gray in his Rule 
Against Perpetuities (2nd ed. p. 376) in practically the same 
words. The three rules governing questions of remoteness in 
relation to powers are, he says, the foliowing :— 

1. “ If a power can be exercised at a time beyond the limits of the 
rule against perpetuities, it is bad. 2. A power which cannot be 
exercised ond the limits of the rule against perpetuities is not 
rendered by the fact that within its terms an appointment 
could be made which would be too remote. 3, The remoteness of an 
appointment depends on its distance from the creation and not from 
the exercise of the power.” 

We have cited the third rule for completeness, but we are not 
concerned with it here. It relates to the actual appointment 
under the power; the first twe relate to its creation, and 
enunciate the doctrine that the power is bad ab initio if it cam be 
exercised beyond the limit ; but if the time of exercise is confined 
within the limit, it is not bad because the interests appointed 
might exceed the limit, though, if they do, the actual appoint- 
ment will be bad. Thus, in the present case, the power conferred 








on the trustees for the time being was bad, because the time of 
exercise might be beyond the limit; but a power conferred on 
the original trustees would be good in the creation, although a 
particular exercise of it in favour of children of E might be bad, 
as being beyond the limit. 

In Attenborough v. Attenborough (1 K. & J. 296), to which 
PARKER, J., referred, Woop, V.C., found it possible to divide a 
corresponding power into two: a power conferred on the original 
trustee which was good, and a power conferred on the other 
trustees which was bad. In the present case, PaRKER, J., held 
that the words of the will did not admit of this distinction, though 
he upheld the power in favour of E on another ground. This 
eould only be exercised during E’s life, and though in terms con- 
ferred on the trustees for the time being, yet this fact confined 
the exercise within the limits of the rule. Hence, the power was 
good so far as it authorized the appointment of benefits to E, but 
bad so far as it authorized the appointment of benefits to his wife 
and children. 

Where the power is in its terms exercisable at a date beyond 
the limits allowed by the rule against perpetuities, and there is 
no collateral circumstance which necessarily confines its actual 
exercise to a date within the rule, then, according to the 
principles above stated, it is void in its creation ; unless, indeed, 
it is capable under the limitations of the settlement of being 
destroyed within the limits of the rule. The omission to notice 
this last point formerly suggested the opinion that powers of 
sale and other powers ancillary to a settlement were void if not 
expressly confined within the limits of the rule. With reference 
to such a power Lord ELDON, C., said in Ware v. Polhill (11 
Ves., p. 283) that it was void because it might travel throagh 
minorities for two centuries ; ‘“‘and if it is bad to the extent to 
which it is given, you cannot model it to make it good.” And 
this was adopted by WiacraM, V.C.,in Ferrand y. Wilson (4 
Hare, p. 380), though, as he pointed out, the dictum went beyond 
the requirements in Ware v. Polhill. But, in fact, the destructi- 
bility of ancillary powers places them outside the rule against 
perpetuities, and in particular, this is the case where powers are 
destructible by the barring of an estate tail: see Briggs v. 
Earl of Oxford (1 De G. M. & G. 363). The aceepted test, said 
Mouton, L.J., in Re Earl of Stamford and Warrington (1912, 
1 Ch. p. 361), “as to whether or not provisions such as these 
offend against the law of perpetuities, is whether or not they are 
in their nature capable of being barred by the common recovery, 
which of old, and the disentailing deed which in the present 
time, cuts off the entail.” 

Apart from this exception of powers which, by virtue of the 
limitations of the settlement, ‘are destruetible within the permitted 
limits, there can be no doubt, on the authorities, that a power 
which is capable of being exercised beyond these limits is void 
ab initio, But while recognizing this, and the correctness of the 
dictum in Re De Sommery, it is permissible to inquire whether the 
doctrine does not overlook the real!object-of the rule against perpe- 
tuities. The object of the rule is to prevent property from being 
inalienable for too long a period, and that period has been deter- 
mined to be a life or lives in being at the date when the settle- 
ment is created and twenty-one years after. We repeat the 
question we put in this connection, when commenting on a letter 
from a correspondent (p. 388, ante). “ If, in fact, the limitations 
under the exercise of the power would be good if created by the 
will or settlement, why should the time of the exercise of the 
power make any difference? The rule against perpetuities is 
aimed at the too remote creation of interests, not at the exer- 
cise of powers as such.” The judges who originally laid 
down the rule that a power must be exercisable within the 
permitted limits, quite apart from the nature of the interests 
created under it, doubtless had their reasons for doing so ; but 
we cannot help thinking that if they had confined themselves to 
the real object of the rule, they would have seen that the time 
of the exercise of the power was immaterial, if, when the power 
was in fact exercised, the interests created under it were not 
obnoxious to the rule. The rule against perpetuities, while 
itself of obvious utility, has been made the subject of so much 
subtlety, and, in particular cases, of so much unnecessary harsh- 
ness, that criticism is not perhaps thrown away, even as regards 
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points which are, for the present, settled by judicial decision. 
The dictum in Re De Sommery (supra) is no doubt technically 
correct, but we doubt whether it ought to be accepted as the 
firal statement of the rule on the point in question. 








Reviews. 


Commercial Laws of the World. 


THe CommerctaL LAwWs oF THE WoRLD: COMPRISING THE 
MERCANTILE, Brits oF ExcuanGce, BANKRUPTCY, AND MARI- 
TIME Laws OF ALL CIVILIZED NATIONS; TOGETHER WITH 
CoMMENTARIES ON CrviIL PRocEDURE, CONSTITUTION OF THE 
Courts, AND Trape Customs. IN THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGES, 
INTERLEAVED WITH AN ENGLISH TRANSLATION. CONTRIBUTED 
BY Numerous EMINENT SPECIALISTS OF ALL Nations. BritisH 
Epition. Consulting Editor: The Hon. Sir THomas Epwarp 
Scrutton, Judge of the King’s Bench Division of the High Court 
of Justice. General Editor: Witi1Am BowstTEap, Barrister-at- 
Law. Vor. XX.: DrnMARK AND SCANDINAVIA. Sweet &«& 
Maxwell (Limited). £2 2s. net. 

Denmark resembles this country in that it has no general com- 
mercial code. Its commercial law depends, in the main, on the 
Danish property law, as it has been developed on the basis of the 
Danish bode of 1683, special laws, the practice of the tribunals, and 
the writings of lawyers. The Code of 1683, we read in the introduc- 
tion to the present volume, generally called the “ Danish Law,” was 
for its time a valuable code, which in six books dealt with procedure ; 
religion and the clergy ; rights of persons, trade, and agriculture ; 
maritime law; property law ; and the penal law. The part en 
property law includes, apparently, the law of contract, and the 
principles which still survive include the rule that every definite and 
final promise is legally binding, apart from any question of form. 
Consequently, a verbal promise is as binding as one made in 
writing ; but the translator unfortunately does not say anything as 
to whether a consideration or sufficient cause is required. Since 
1870 efforts have been made to procure a general Danish Code of 
Commerce, but they have been unsuccessful. Legislation, however, 
has been active in commercial matters, und the present statutes 
include the Bankruptcy Act of 1872; the Bills of Exchange Act of 
1880 ; the Firms Act of 1889; the Trade Marks Act of 1890; the 
Maritime Act, 1892 ; the Patent Act, 1894; the Cheques Act, 1897 ; 
the Copyright Act, 1904 ; and the Designs Act, 1905. It is interest- 
ing to note that there is a Legal Gazette in which all Acts of Par- 
liament, and Royal and Ministerial Ordinances, are published ; and 
in the absence of anything to the contrary, no Act of Parliament or 
Ordinance is operative until a week after the publication of the 
number of the Gazette in which it appears. Official matters of 
subordinate interest are published in the Ministerial Gazette. 
The same function is, to some extent, performed here by the London 
Gazette, but the postponement of the operation of Jaws until a 
certain period after publication is a procedure which might well be 
copied. The text of the work states, first, the Danish procedure in 
commercial actions and arbitrations, and then gives a systematic 
exposition of the commercial and bankruptcy law. 

The Danish law of bills of exchange and cheques, and the mari- 


Copyhold Enfranchisement.—The Practice of Enfran- 
chisements under the Copyhold Act, 1894, and in Redemptions of 
Quit Rents and other perpetual charges under the Conveyancing and 
Law of Property Act, 1881. By Georce Wiiu1aM Lioyp, LL.B, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 5s. “sis 

The New Land Duties.—Reversion Duty, being an examin- 
ation of the Relevant Sections of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and 
the Revenue Act, 1911, with Notes, Forms and Reported Decisions, 
By G. H. Devonsuire, M.A., and Franx Samvet, M.A., Barristers- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 3s. net. 

Bills of Exchange.—A short Treatise on the Law of Bills of 
Exchange, Cheques, Promissory Notes and Negotiable Instruments 
generally. By Bertram Jacoss, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 7s. 6d. net. 








Correspondence. 


The Solicitors (Extension of Powers) Bill, 1913. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—By sub-clause 2 of clause 7 of this Bill, by which it is 
woposed to transfer very great disciplinary powers over solicitors 
nom the courts to the Law Society, it is provided that, in the case 
of every order made by the committee whereby any solicitor is 
ordered to be struck off the Roll or suspended from practice, the 
registrar—that is, the Law Society—shall forthwith, upon the filing 
of such order, cause a notice stating the effect of the operative part 
of the order to be pub.ished in the London Gazette. , 

In the event of an appeal and such being justified, occasionally, 
as it is possible to conceive, great injustice would be done to the 
practitioner concerned if the publication now contemplated were 
made immediately after the order of the committee. : 

Granted the committee is well chosen, and that each member is 
capable and acts with exceeding care, there is still the danger of 
injustice at some time. It is suggested, therefore, that the publica- 
tion referred to in sub-clause 2 should, in the event of an appeal, be 
postponed pending the appeal. ‘ F 

The Law Society as a voluntary society (from which a vast 
number of men in the profession still hold aloof) is in an utterly 
anomalous position, and will continue so until membership is 
compulsory, as it should be. If membership were an incident of 
admission, and the society were truly representative of the entire 
profession, then all practitioners would be able to vote, if they cared, 
in the election of the Council of the Society, from which body the 
Discipline Committee has been, and is to continue to be, chosen. As 
it is, a large "number of men have no voice in, and take no part in 
the election of the members of the Council, whom it is proposed to 
set up to be their “domestic judges.” At the present time, the 
Society has only a little more than 9,000 members. 

June 18. Harvey C.iirTon. 


Visits of Counsel to Prisoners’ Cells. 
(7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I read the remarks of the Recorder of London, which you 
refer to in “ Current Topics” in your issue of the 14th inst. In the 
year 1894, I went as qualified clerk to a London firm of solicitors, 








time law is placed in the second part of the volume, and is there | 
dealt with in connection with the corresponding laws of Norway and 

Sweden. For many years a movement - been in progress for the 
unification of the laws of the three Scandinavian"countries ; and this 
has been successful in regard to the matters just mentioned. The 
Bills of Exchange Acts are now entirely the same, and the Cheques 
Acts, and also the Maritime Acts, are in the main the same. Accord- 
ingly it has been possible to treat them together. The Scandinavian 
Bills of Exchange Acts are based on the German Bills of Exchange 
Code, and, where necessary, the provisions for the three countries are 
given in parallel columns, and this method is adopted throughout the 
section on maritime law. The Introduction points out the 
reciprocal relations of the laws of the three countries and also their 
relation to German law. All this is too detailed to require further 
notice here, but the volume will be extremely useful to those who 
are specially interested in foreign maritime law, and the manner in 
which the corresponding laws have been arranged is both neat and 
convenient. 





Books of the Week. 


Criminal Appeal Cases.—Reports of Cases in the Court 
of Criminal Appeal, May 5th, 6th, 26th, 1913. Edited by Herman 
Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. 9, Part 1. Stevens & Haynes. 5s. 
net. 





who had, and still have, a very large practice in the criminal courts. 


| They were instructed to defend a man, who was charged with stealing 


money and falsification of books of account. The charges extended 
over many years, and the books of account, which the prosecutor 
(the Public Prosecutor) relied upon, were numerous. Counsel was 
briefed to defend at the trial, which took place at the Central 
Criminal Court. After reading his brief, he thought it necessary to 
see the accused, and hear from him at first hand his explanation of 
certain entries in the account books. As the accused was not allowed 
bail, counsel had to see him at Holloway Prison. Of course my 
principal aecompanied him, and was present at the conference. 
Although this happened nineteen years ago, I remember that we, 
in the office, canstel the conduct of counsel as being painstaking 
and conscientious, and quite in keeping with his usual thorough 
method of working at his briefs. The counsel referred to is now, 
and has been for some years, one of the Metropolitan police magis- 
trates. “ CHERUBINO.” 


June 13. 





Voluntary Settlements. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to your note in this matter last week (p. 589 
ante), there is a point in voluntary settlements, on which, I 
think, many conveyancers would be glad to have the view of your 


valuable paper. Is a purchaser for value, who has purchased 
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from a donee under a voluntary settlement, protected, although the 
donor has been adjudicated a bankrupt 4efore the assurance to the 
purchaser, provided the trustee in bankruptcy has not taken 
steps to have the voluntary settlement avoided, and the pur- 
chaser had, when he purchased, no notice of the act of bankruptcy ? 
It appears that this question is left open by the decision of the 
Court of Appea! in Re //art (1912, 3 K. B. p. 6). The Master of’ the 
Rolls in giving judgment, said, “ In my opinion, the true view is that 
a voluntary sitleeent is not void, but is only voidable by the trustee, 
who must apply to the court for a declaration to that effect, and for 
consequential relief”; while Lord Justice Buckley's judgment 
contains the following passage, “‘ For the decision of the present case, 
it is sufficient to say that the bona fide purchaser for value without 
notice, whose title is complete before there came into existence a 
trustee who could seek to avoid the voidable vol"ntary settlement, 
has a good title.” 

The point seems to me one of some importance, for bankruptcy is 
not notice to all the world : see Pa/mer v. Locke (18 Ch. D., p. 381) 
per JESSEL, M.R., at p. 386. CONVEYANCER. 

It may well follow, from Re Hart, that the purchaser is safe, 
although 4 completes after adjudication of the settlor in bankruptcy, 
provided that he has no notiee of the adjudication—the bankruptcy 
itself not being notice—and_ provided the trustee has not intervened. 
But whether e Hart will, in fact, be carried to this extent, must, we 
think, remain doubtful tiil the point arises.—Ep. S./.] 





Substituted Site Value. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In reference to the letter signed “Solicitors” in your issue 
of the 14th inst., the district valuers appear entitled to insist upon 
the production of deeds at their own office provided that the 
production of such deeds is reasonably necessary as proof. The 
obligation of the landowner under the group of sections dealing with 
original valuation (sections 26-32 of the Finance Act, 1910) is confined 
to making returns and allowing inspection of land. Section (2) 3 
of the same Act, however, throws upon the landowner the burden 
of proof in support of an application for a substituted figure. The 
two amending Acts, the Revenue Act, 1911, and the Finance Act, 
1912, contain nothing to affect the point. I{t does not, of course, 
follow that the production of deeds is reasonably necessary on any 
particular occasion. Epwp. 8. Cox-Srncralr. 

2, Plowden-buildings, Temple, June 18. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


COSTELLO v. KELSALL BROS. & BEECHING (LIM.). 
13th June, 


WorkMen’s CoMPENSATION—MemBeRS OF Crew REMUNERATED BY SHARE 
or Prorits—Pounpace—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 
(6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 7 (2). 

A member of a crew of a fishing trawler was remunerated by a fixed 
weekly wage, together with a poundage on the net profits of the voyage. 
Held, that he was within the exception contained in section 7 (2), 
and was excluded from the benefit of the Act, as being a fisherman 

“remunerated by shares in the profits’ of the working of such vessel. 
Decision of Court of Appeal (56 Soxtcirors’ Journat, 720; 

B. W. C. C., 667) affirmed. 


This was an appeal by the applicant, Ernest Costello, in forma 
pauperis, againet an order of the Court of Appeal, setting aside an 
award of His Honour Deputy Judge G. Glover Alexander, sitting at 
the county court, Kingston-upon-Hull, as arbitrator in proceedings under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The applicant, at the time 
of the accident, was employed by the respondents as a boatewain on their 
fishing trawler Pigeon. The trawler was eailed on the following 
terms :—The net profits of each voyage were divided into fourteen 
parts. The skipper received 13 part, the mate 1 part, and the owner 
11f parts. The owner paid the boatswain £1 a week, and out of his 
share a poundage of 3d. in the pound on the net profits of the voyage. 
He also provided him with sleeping room (bunk) and food. The 
boatswain also received “liver money” as a perquisite. For the 
Voyage, which lasted from the 18th of December, 1911, to the 11th of 
January, 1912, during which the accident to Costello occurred, the net 
profits were £97 lle., and Costello received, in addition to the £1 a 
week, £1 4s, 3d. poundage. The question raised by the appeal was as 
to the meaning of the words “‘ remunerated by shares in the profits ’’ in 
sub-section (2) of section 7 of the Workmen’s Compeneation Act, 1906, 
the employers contending that men remunerated by poundage in addi- 
tion to a fixed wage were interested in the totality of the venture, and 
48 coadventurers with the employers were excluded from claiming com- 
pensation in case of injury by accident. The county court judge took 








wages out of the owner’s share, and therefore that Costello. was .ot 
remunerated by a share in the profits of the working of the vessel within 
the meaning of sub-section (2) of section 7, and he awarded him com- 
pensation. The Court of Appeal, having declined to follow the Scotch 
case of Woolfe v. Colquhoun (49 Sc. L. R. 911), which the applicant 
contended was a case on all fours, and was a judgment in direct con 
flict with the decision now appealed from, set acide the award. The 
applicant appealed in forma pauperis to this House, and asked that the 
question should be decided which decision was right. 

Last sittings the appeal was heard before Lord Loresvrn and Lords 
ATKINSON and Parker, and judgment was reserved. The parties werg 
eubsequently informed that the appeal was to be reargued. 

At the close of the arguments, 

Lord Hatsspury moved that the appeal should be dismissed. He 
thought that, read in their natural or ordinary meaning, the words in 
section 7 (2), on which this appeal turned, could have no other con 
struction than that which the Court of Appeal had adopted, 

Lord Mersey and Lord Parker gave judgment to the same effect as 
Lord Halsbury. 

Lord Loresurn eaid that he had not altered the opinion he had come 
to on the first hearing, although he had listened with the greatest atten 
tion and with a desire to be convinced by the argument which had been 
addressed to their lordships by counsel for the respondents. This was 
a remedial Act, and it was quite clear that it was intended that fisher 
men should have the ordinary benefits given by it to workmen, except 
the class of fishermen who were, in fact, co-adventurers with the owner, 
because they were paid by a share in the profits. He thought that the 
Legislature meant that fishermen should be compensated who were 
remunerated by something besides a share of profits; and here the man 
had £1 a week wages. In his opinion the view taken by the Court 
of Appeal was wrong, and this appeal should be allowed. 

Lord ATKINSON agreed with Lord Loresurn. By a majority the 
appeal was dismissed.—CowunseL, for the appellant, Greer, K.C., and 
Addington Willis; for the respondente, Sankey, K.C., and Neilson. 
Soxrctrors, Windybank, Samuell, &: Lawrence, for Benno Pearlman, 
Hull; Pritchard & Sons, for Wallace & Macfadzean, Sunderland. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 
WOOTTON v. SIEVIER AND OTHERS. No. 1. 
30th May ; 13th June. 
PRacTICE—PLEADING—PaRTICULARS—ACTION FOR LiBEL—PARTICULARS 
or JUSTIFICATION—DISCLOSING NAMES OF PROBABLE WITNESSES— 
BetTinG TRANSACTIONS. 








In an action for libel, where the defendant has pleaded justification, 
he is bound to furnish the plaintiff with the fullest particulars of the 
acts which it ts alleged that he has committed, and upon which the 
defendant intends to rely. The defendant cannot refuse to give such 
particulars merely on the ground that to do so would mecessarily involve 
disclosing the names of witnesses whom he intends to call at the trial. 


Zierenberg v. Labouchere (1893, 2 Q@.B. 183) applied. 


Appeal of the plaintiff from an order of Bailhache, J., in chambeie. 
The action was one brought by the plaintiff, a well-known trainer of 
race-horses, against R. S. Sievier, the proprietor of a weekly sporting 
journal, The Winning Post, ang others for damages for a libel con 
tained in an issue of 7'he Wivining Post. The libel complained of 
accused the plaintiff of giving orders to jockeys in his employment, and 
particularly to his son Frank Wootton, that the horses in his care 
should be so ridden in races that an inferior horse in each race, which 
it was alleged the plaintiff had backed, should win, and also of enter 
ing into a conspiracy with other trainers to gnable inferior horses to 
win, and as part of the same system of running horses when only half 
trained. The defendant pleaded that the words used were true in their 
ordinary significance. The plaintiff then applied for particulars of 
justification, and the defendant being ordered to furnish such gave 
instances of races in which he alleged horses had been pulled, naming 
the race, the jockey, the horse ridden by him, and the horse which, if 
the race had been fairly run, ought to have won. The plaintiff, how 

ever, asked for further particulars—viz., the names of the bookmakers 
or other persons with whom he was alleged to have made bets on these 
horses, and the amounts of the bets, but the master refused the appli 

cation, and Bailhache, J., confirmed his decision, on the ground that 
to order such particulars meant requiring the defendant to disclose the 
names of his witnesses. At the conclusion of the arguments, the court 
reserved judgment. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., concurred with the judgment delivered b: 

Kennepy, L.J. 

Kennepy, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that certain 
general propositions were not now open to controversy. In every case 
in which the defence raised an imputation of misconduct against him, 

a plaintiff ought to be enabled to go to trial with knowledge not merely 

of the general case he had to meet, but also of the acts which it was 
alleged he had committed, and upon which the defendant intended to 
rely as justifying the imputation. The rule was not limited to actions 

for libel, though of course it included them (Zierenberg v. Labouchere, 

1893, 2 Q. B. 183, 190), and its propriety was most evident in a libel! 





the view that the poundage was a kind of bonus paid in addition to 


ease, where the defendant had chosen to plead justification of serious 
































































610 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 21, 1913. 








charges. In such a case the pronouncement of Alderson, B., in 
Hickinbotham v. Leach (10 M. & W. 363) was not one whit too strong 
— The plea ought to state the charge with the same precision as in 
an indictment.’’ Further, it was now established as a general rule 
that, if the particulars were such as the defendant ought to give, he 
could not refuse to do so merely on the ground that his answer would 
disclose the names of persons whom he might intend to call as witnesses 
at the trial (per Esher, M.R., in Zierenberg v. Labouchere, supra). 
At the same time the court, before acceding to an application for 
particulars, or further and better particulars, must be careful to see 
that the demand was not of a vexatious or oppressive character ; that 
the plaintiff, after the material facts had been pleaded, wae not covertly 
endeavouring to get more than he was entitled to—viz., the disclosure 
of the evidence to prove the facts in the defendant’s possession. The 
practical application of these rules was not always an easy task. Hie 
lordship, after stating the material facts of the case, said that the 
libel imputed to the plaintiff conduct which might form the subject 
of criminal proceedings. That being the case, the language of Alderson, 
B., in Hickinbotham Leach (supra) was peculiarly applicable. The 
question for the court to decide was as to the sufficiency of the parti- 
culars on one point. The particulars delivered covered three years, 
1909-1912, and specified a number of races, jockeys and horses, with the 
weights carried by them, and gave the names of certain trainers. So 
far they could not be.called insufficient, but plaintiff complained that 
upon one important matter they gave him no information at all. There 
could be no doubt that a most material part of the structure of juetifica- 
tion was the allegation that the plaintiff’s object in his dishonest 
arrangements wae on several occasions to procure the success of certain 
horses which he had backed. The plaintiff had asked for such parti- 
culare of these betting transactions as to enable him to identify them, 
and to know upon which the defendants intended to found an allega- 
tion of a corrupt interest. His lordship thought it was just that the 
plaintiff should in some form be enabled to know the case he had to 
meet upon that point. If the defendants had no knowledge of the 
betting transactions to which the particulars referred under the general 
allegation of backing, they had no justification for the allegation. The 
plaintiff in his summons asked for particulars, naming the bookmakers 
with whom he was alleged to have backed certain horses and the 
amounts of the bets respectively. The learned judge had declined 
to accede to any part of this application, and his lordship concurred 
with him as to the amounts of the bets. But he thought the plaintiff 
was entitled to have such information of the betting transactions intended 
to be relied on by the defendants as would enable the plaintiff to know 
to what occasions it wae intended to refer. The order would be for the 
delivery of such particulars within fourteen days, specifying, where 
possible, the names of the persons with or through whom, and the 
times and placee at which such backing took place. The costs there 
and below would be costs in the action.—CounseL, MeCardie ; Schiller. 
Sortcrrors, Lewis & Lewis; Wontner & Sons. 
[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ADAMSON, Deceased. THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. BILLING 
AND OTHERS. No. 1. llth and 12th June. 
Wirt—Construcrion—Marriep Woman—Girt or Annuity WITHOUT 
Power oF ANTICIPATION—ForrerTuRE or ANNuITy Upon AssIGn- 

MENT—ATTEMPT TO ASSIGN. 


Where a married woman was entitled under a will to an annuity 
which she was restrained, whilst under coverture, from anticipating, 
and which was subject also to forfeiture, if she should ‘‘ assign, dispose 
of, or charge” the same, whether under disability or not, and 
she attempted to create a forfeiture by assigning the annuity by way of 
mortgage, so as to accelerate the vesting in possession of her children’s 
reverstonary interests in the testator’s residue, 


Held (Kennedy, L.J., dissentiente), that ‘‘ assign’’ could not be read 
as including an attempt to assign, that such attempt was ineffectual, 
and the annuity was not forfeited. 


Re Wormald, Frank v. Muzeen (43 Ch. D. 630) applied. 


Appeal from a decision of Farwell, L.J. (reported 57 Soricitors’ 
JOURNAL, 246), sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery Division, 
on the 27th of January. The testator, John Adamson, by his will dated 
the 7th of May, 1901, gave his residuary estate to trustees upon the 
usual trusts for sale, conversion and investment, and out of the income 
thereof to pay annuities of £104 a year to his son (since dead) and to 
his daughter Margaret, wife of John Billing, in her case for her separate 
use, without power of anticipation. The will contained a proviso that 
if either of them, the testator’s son or daughter, whether under 
dieability or not, should assign, dispose of, or charge the annuity be 
queathed to him, or her, or become bankrupt, or if any event should 
happen whereby the said annuity, or any part thereof, should become 
vested in or payable to some other person or persons, the annuity 
should immediately cease to be payable as if he or she were then dead 
Subject to the annuities the residue of the estate went to the daughter’s 
children who should be living at the death of the survivor of them, 
the son and daughter, in equal shares. The testator died in 1902, and 
hie son in 1910. In September, 1911, Mrs. Billing, with the intent to 
cause a forfeiture of the annuity and to accelerate the vesting in pos- 
session of the shares of two of her children who were of age, executed 
a deed purporting to assign her annuity by way of mortgage. The 





Public Trustee, having been requested to pay over their shares to the 
two eldest children, issued an originating summons to determine whether 
this deed effected a forfeiture. Farwell, L.J., held, following Re 
Wormald (43 Ch. D., 630), that the word ‘‘assign’’ could not be read 
as including an attempt to assign, and that no forfeiture had been 
effected. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said, in the course of his judgment, that the 
appeal raieed a curious point—one by no means free from difficulty— 
and having stated the facts and read the clause in the will, proceeded : 
The daughter, whilst still under coverture, executed a deed, which 
purported to assign the annuity, Did that, or did it not, effect a for- 
feiture? Farwell, L.J., came to the conclusion that it did not, and 
he was not prepared to differ from the learned judge. The court must 
look at the deed purporting to assign or charge the interest, and see 
whether, but for the forfeiture clause, the aseignee would take any- 
thing under the assignment. If so, the deed would create a forfeiture 
Here, however, the deed of charge was something which did not pass 
anything to the assignee, not because of the forfeiture clause, but by 
reason of the fact that the daughter’s interest was to be for her separate 
use without power of anticipation. There was a difficulty in the words 
‘‘whether under disability or not’’; but a meaning could be given to 
them, for after obtaining an order of the court under the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, she could execute an assignment which, but for those words, 
would be valid. There was not here any assignment, disposition, or 
charge by a married woman, and the clause could not be construed as 
though it contained a provision creating a forfeiture, should the 
daughter attempt to assign. The appeal, therefore, would be dis- 
missed. 

Kennepy, L.J., said it was with considerable diffidence that he ven- 
tured to differ from the other members of the court, but he felt he 
could not come to their conclusion without doing vioience to the words 
of the will. What the testator’s daughter had done was something 
which the provision made by the testator as to disability was plainly 
intended to meet. She had assigned the property as far as she could. 
The effect of holding that the assignment was ineffectual was to make 
the whole provision for causing a forfeiture ineffectual. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect as the 
Master of the Rolle, observing that forfeiture clauses must be construed 
strictly, and not extended beyond the language of the will. Clauses 
providing for forfeiture on attempting to assign were perfectly well 
understood, and the difference between them and the clause in the 
present case was clear. His lordship referred to Re Wormald (43 
Ch. D. 440), and Re Porter (1892, 3 Ch. 481).—Counsex, HF. F. Boll; 
O. Church; Vernon, Soricitors, Edward M. Lazarus; Maitlands, 
Peckham, & Co. 

(Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barvister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re VINE AND GENERAL RUBBER TRUST (LIM.). 
Neville, J. 27th May. 
CompaNny—REORGANIZATION OF CapiTtaL—PartLy Paip SHARES—Svs- 

DIVISION OF—DiviIsion or UNIssuED PREFERENCE SHARES—COMPANIES 

(CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 41-45. 

In a reorganisation of share capital, in accordance with the provisions 
of section 45 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (8 Edw. 7, 
c. 69), a company may divide each of its £1 preference shares, on which 
15s. is paid, into two different shares of 10s., called respectively the A 
preference shares and the B preference shares, and may treat the A 
preference shares as being fully paid and the B preference shares as 
being 5s. paid and 5s. uncalled. 

This was a petition to carry into effect a reorganization of shai 
capital, in accordance with the provisions of section 45 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, which is as follows : A company limited by 
shares may, by special resolution confirmed by an order of the court, 
modify the conditions contained in its memorandum so as to re- 
organise its share capital, whether by the consolidation of shares of 
different classes or by the division of its shares into shares of different 
classes : provided that no preference or special privilege attached to 
or belonging to any class of shares shall be interfered with except by 
a resolution passed by a majority in number of shareholders of that 
claes holding three-fourths of the share capital of that class, and con- 
firmed at a meeting of shareholders of that class in the same manner 
as a special resolution of the company is required to be confirmed, and 
every resolution so passed shall bind all shareholders of the class. The 
authorized capital of the company was fixed by the memorandum of 
association at £1,250,000, divided into 750,000 preference shares and 
500,000 ordinary shares of £1 each, with power to increace, reduce, 
or subdivide the same. The issued capital, after deducting 151,885 
preference shares that had been forfeited, consisted of 348.115 prefer- 
ence shares, 15s. paid, and 350,000 ordinary shares fully paid. Resolu- 
tions were passed and confirmed by the company and by the preference 
shareholders as special resolutions to the following effect : (a) Each of 
the £1 preference shares to be divided into two shares of 10s 
each, to be called A and B preference shares respectively; (/) A 
preference shares to be deemed fully paid, B preference shares to be 
deemed 5s. paid with 5e. uncalled; (c) each of the »issued £1 prefer- 
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ence shares to be divided into two shares of 10s. each, to be issued 
as A or B preference shares, or subject to the rights of existing holders 
and to the memorandum and articles of association with restricted or 
special rights, privileges, or conditions attached thereto. And provision 
was made for adjusting the rights of the A and B preference share- 


for consequent modification of the memorandum and articles of 
association. 

Nevitte, J., sanctioned the scheme as set out above in the resolu- 
tions which had been confirmed by the company and by the preference 
shareholders.—Counset, Clauson, K.C., and Heckscher. Soricirors, 
Jenkins, Baker, Reynolds & Co. 

[Beported by L. M. MAy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
In the Goods of JOHN ALFRED BISHOP (Deceased). 
Evans, P. 9th June. 


PRoOBATE—P RACTICE—ADMINISTRATION—CREDITOR’S APPLICATION—SMALL 
EstateE—INFoRMAL Novice To Wipow—Crration DISPENSED WITH— 
Court or Prosate Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77), s. 73. 

On the application of a creditor for administration of a smail estate, 
the court made the grant under section 73 of the Court of Probate Act, 
1857, on proof of notice of application to the widow, without requiring 
her to be cited. 

John Alfred Bishop, late of 19, Malvern-teirace, Swansea, died there 
on the 11th of July, 1912, intestate, and not possessed of real estate, 
leaving him surviving Martha Harriet Bishop, his widow, two daughters 
and a son, his only next-of-kin, and together the only persons entitled 
to his personal estate and effects. As they deferred taking out letters 
of administration, Henri Charles Higman, of 1, Northampton-place, 
Swansea, a creditor of the deceased, extracted a citation against them 
on the 7th of November, 1912, to accept or refuse letters of adminis- 
tration or shew cause why the same should not be granted to him. 
On the 21st of December, 1912, the citation was served on the son 
and the two daughters, but was not served on the widow, who had, 
since December, 1912, been residing in London. Numerous attendances 
had been made and letters sent to her at her London address, and at 
each call it was stated that the call was made for the purpose of serving 
her with the citation. On the 4th of April, 1913, a letter was sent to 
her in which was fully explained the nature of the business upon which 
it was necessary to eee her and asking for an appointment. That letter 
was not returned, though other letters had been returned through the 
post office. The citation was accordingly returned into the Probate 
Division on the 2lst of May, 1913. The parties served had entered no 
appearance to the citation. All these facts were proved by affidavit. 
Counsel for Mr. Higman moved under the 73rd section of the Court of 
Probate Act (supra), and read a further affidavit by the solicitor to 
the applicant, which stated that he had interviewed the widow at her 
London address on the 6th of September, 1912, with the object of per- 
suading her to take out letters of administration, and that she had 
declined on any account to do so. The estate consisted of £76 14s. 9d. 
in the bank and £15 cash in the house. It was submitted that there 
was ample evidence to satisfy the court that the widow had had notice 
of the application and that a citation was unnecessary under the 
decision of Gorell Barnes, J., in Jn the Goods of Henry and Hannah 
Teece (Deceased) (44 W. R. 400; 1896, P. 6). 

Sir S. Evans, P., made the grant as prayed.—Motion allowed.— 
Counset, for the applicant, D. Cotes-Preedy. Soricrtors, for the 
applicant, 7’. D. Jones & Co., for T. R. Harris, Swansea. 

[Reported by C. P. Hawkers, Barrister-at-Law.) 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re NEUCHATEL ASPHALTE CO. (LIM.). Re THE TRADE- 
MARES ACT, 1905. Sargant, J. 28th and 29th April. 


TRADE-MARK—REFUSAL OF APPLICATION TO REGISTER—APPEAL—MARK 
Catcutatep To Decerve—Trape-Marxks Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 15), 
s. 12 (3)\—Necesstry ror Use or TRADE-MARK TOO Remote. 


Where it was proved that the applicants for registration of a trade- 
mark never had any trade or business in this country in the goods for 
which the trade-mark was sought to be registered, and by their agree- 
ments could not have any such trade or business for twelve more years, 
the court held that the application to register must be refused as the 
time when such trade-mark would be required was too remote. 

This was an appeal to the court under section 12 (3) of the Trade- 
Marks Act, 1905 (5 Ed. 7, c. 15) from a refusal of the Registrar of 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks to register a trade-mark. The 
mark applied for consisted in the centre of a cross and in the angles 
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the letters ‘‘V. T.’’ twice repeated, once upside down, and that was 
surrounded by the words ‘‘ Val de Travers Etat.’’ The applicants 
disclaimed practically all the letterpress, therefore the only essential 
particular of the mark was the cross device. There was on the register 
a mark belonging to a company concerning which the applicants were 
already in litigation, which involved all these disclaimed matters without 
the word ‘‘ Etat,’’ and also what might be a cross—that is to say, it was 
clearly a cross device looked at from one direction, though it might 
be a dagger if looked at from the other. The registrar, therefore, 
refused to register this mark on the ground that it was calculated to 
deceive, because both marks would tend to cause the goods to be sold 
as “cross brand.’’ From this decision the applicants appealed. On 
the hearing it was further urged against their appeal by counsel that 
by virtue of an agreement, dated the 29th of December, 1907, the appli- 
cante had disposed of all their rights until the year 1925 to the 
respondents to sell their goods in this country, and that, therefore, 
they had no goode which could be sold or used in the United Kingdom 
to which the trade-mark sought to be registered could be applied. 
SarGant, J., after stating the facts, eaid : In this case I affirm the 
decision of the registrar and dismiss the appeal. By the agreement of 
the 29th of December, 1907, the applicants are prevented from having 
any business in this country with reference to these goods till the year 
1925. I cannot accordingly entertain this application to register this 
trade-mark now. The period at which it will be used is too remote.— 
Counsex, Colefax, K.C., and Fischer Wiliams; Martelli, K.C., and 
(. J. Parton; Austen-Cartmell. Soricrtors, Bischoff, Coxe, Bompas, 
& Bischoff ; Drake, Son, & Parton; Solicitor to the Board of Trade, 
[Reported by L. M. Mar. Barrister-at-Law.] 


County Courts. 


WATNEY, COOMBE, REID, & CO. (LIM.) v. BERNERS. Bloomsbury. 
Judge Bray. 10th and i7th June. 


Licenstinc LAw—INCREASE IN*Licence Duties—Free PuBLic-HOoUSE— 
APPORTIONMENT BETWEEN LeEssoR AND LessEF—INTERMEDIATE LESSEE 
—Frnance Act, 1912 (2 & 3 Geo. 5, c. 8), s. 2. 

Under the Finance Act, 1912, section 2, a lessee of a free public- 
house, who pays the increase in the licence duties consequent on the 
Finance Act, 1910, can recover an apportioned part from the lessor 
notwithstanding that he is not the actual litence-holder and occupier of 
the premises. 


This was an action brought under section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, 
to recover part of the increased licence duty under the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, in respect of the free public-house known as the “‘ City of 
Hereford,’’ Cleveland-street, W. The principal question involved was 
whether section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, applies to a lessee who is 
not in occupation, and who is not the holder of the licence. The plain- 
tiffs were the lessees of the house under a lease from the defendants 
dated the 4th of May, 1904. By this lease the premises were demised 
to the plaintiffs for twenty-one years from Midsummer, 1906, in con- 
sideration of the costs and charges which they had incurred in effectu- 
ally repairing the premises and in consideration of the yearly rent of 
£150. The lease did not contain or import any covenant, agreement or 
undertaking on the part of the lessees to obtain a supply of intoxicat- 
ing liquor from the grantors thereof. The coste and charges constitu- 
ting the premises were not large, and no account was taken of them 
for the purpose of the present claim. The premises are let by the 
plaintiffs to one Saile, the liceneee and occupier of the premises, by 
an agreement dated the 4th of January, 1911, for a period of one year 
from the 10th of January, 1911, and eo on from year to year, at a rent 
of £156 per annum. By the agreement Saile is bound to purchase from 
the plaintiffs of their nominees all malt and other liquors sold and con- 
sumed on the premises, and the plaintiffs are bound to pay the licence 
duty in respect of the premises, Prior to the Finance Act, 1910, this 


| duty was £30; it ie now £64, the increase being thus £34. The rental 
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value of the premises unlicensed was at the date of the grant of the 
lease £87, at the date of the grant of the sub-lease £88, at the date 
of the coming into force of the Finance Act, 1912, £89, and at the 
date of the commencement of these proceedings £90. Deducting these 
sums from the annual rent of £150, the rent attributable to the licence 
was £63, £62, £61 and £60. The Finance Act, 1912, section 2, is as 
follows :—‘‘ Where the licensed premises are held under a lease or agree- 
ment for lease, made before the passing of the Finance (1909-1910) 
Act, 1910, which does not contain or import any covenant, agreement, 
or undertaking on the part of the lessee under such lease or agree- 
ment for lease, to obtain a supply of intoxicating liquor from the 
grantor of the lease or agreement for lease, the lessee under such 
lease or agreement for lease shall be entitled, notwithstanding any agree- 
ment to the contrary, to recover as a debt due from, or deduct from 
any sum due to, the grantor of such lease or agreement for lease, so 
much of any increase of the duty payable in respect of the licence 
under the provisions of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, as may be 
agreed upon as proportionate to any increased rent or premium payable 
in respect of the premises being let as licensed premises, and, in default 
of agreement, the amount proportionate to such increased rent or pre- 
mium shall be determined in manner directed by rules of court by a 
county court in England or Ireland and by a sheriff court in Scotland. 
The words ‘lease,’ ‘ leased,’ ‘agreement for lease,’ and ‘ lessee’ in this 
section include sub-leaee, sub-leased, agreement for sub-leage and sub- 


lessee respectively.’ 


Judge Bray, in the course of a considered judgment, after stating the 
. ' 


facts, said : Mr. Wootten, for the plaintiffs, contended that the section. 


if construed naturally and in accordance with the language used, | 


covered the case of a lessee who had sublet to another person who was 
in occupation, and was the licensed holder, and this, I think, can 
hardly be disputed. 
* held,’’ and referred to cases in which the word hold was expressly 
distinguished from the word ‘‘ occupying.”” Further, he contrasted 
the use of the words ‘the licence ”’ 
licence ’’’ (section 46 of the Finance Act, 1910), and said that this 
showed an intention to include the case where the lessee was not the 
holder of the licence. He then relied on the general principle that it 
was not permissible to limit the apparent operation of a statute, unless 
it is necessary to do so in order to prevent some obvious absurdity or 
injustice, or to carry out the manifest intention of the statute, and 


contended that here no such case could be made out. Lord Tiverton, | 
| by the charter, and also the election of auditors; the reception of the 


| accounts submitted by the auditors for approval, the reception of the 


for the defendant, contended that the word ‘‘ payable ”’ in ‘increase 
of the duty payable ’’ must be read as meaning ‘‘ payable by himself 
as the holder of the licence,”’ and that this limitation of the operation 
of the section to a lessee who is himself in occupation and the licence- 
holder and liable to the duty is necessary in order to prevent absurdi- 
ties and injustice. One thing, I think, is quite clear, and that is that 
if the word “‘ payable’’ is to be read as ‘‘ payable by the lessee.”’ it 
must reasonably mean payable by him as the person liable, that is to 
say, as the holder of the licence. It cannot mean eo much of the duty 
as the lessee may have become liable to reimburse to a sub-lessee who 
has paid the duty. The amount of the lessor’s liability cannot depend 
upon arrangements or proceedings to which he is no party. Further, in 
some cases, it would make the assessment one of extreme difficulty. 
This was, I think, recognized by both sides. The plaintiffs take their 


stand upon the position that the word “‘payable”’ is not to be read | 




















Among other things he pointed to the word | 


with the use of the words “his | 





as meaning ‘‘ payable by the lessee,’ and therefore the intermediate 
lessee is not excluded, If it is to be so read, as contended by the 
defendant, the intermediate lessee must be taken to be excluded, as no 
duty is payable by him within the meaning of the section. The only 
question, then, which I have to determine is whether the word “ pay- 
able ’’ must be read as ‘‘ payable by the lessee,’’ and for this purpose 
I have to onsider whether this is necessary in order to prevent absurdi- 
ties or injustice, or in order to carry out the manifest intention of the 


| statute. It was said that if the section applied to the intermediate 


lessee he might make a profit out of it; that he might recover from 
his lessor a larger sum than he would have to allow to his sub-lessee, 
As regards sub-leases made after the passing of the Act, the lessee 
would either have to agree with the sub-lessee to himself bear and 
pay the licence duty or submit to an equivalent reduction of rent, 
that is to say, he could not eecape from the incidence of the duty. 
It is, therefore, only necessary to consider the cage of sub-leases made 
before the Act. I think it cannot be disputed that it is possible he 
might get a larger allowance out of his lessor than he is forced to 
make to his sub-lessee under section 2 of the Act of 1912 if untied, 
or section 46 of the Finance Act, 1910, if tied. On the other hand, he 
might possibly get less. It depends, so far as section 2 is concerned, 
mainly on the amount of the sub-rent as compared with the head-rent. 
It was said further for the defendant that if the word ‘‘ payable” 
was not read as meaning payable by the lessee, he might, if he were 
tied to brewers or distillers, obtain allowances both from his lessor and 
from the brewers or distillers, and, as a result, get a greater benefit 
than he was ever intended to get, and even escape all incidence, in- 
asmuch as the allowances would be determined by different tribunals 
acting independently of one another, namely, the commissioners and 
the county court. But it seems to me that the same thing might possi- 
bly happen if the section was to be read in the way contended for by 
the defendant. It was said for the defendant that the word “pay 
able’’ ought to be read as meaning enforceable against him by the 
State, independently of the question whether it is necessary to so read 


| it, but [ cannot agree with that contention. Then it is said that it 


might well have been the intention of the Legislature to leave the 
burden of the duty upon the intermediate lessee, and exclude him from 
being able to throw any part of it on his lessor. But the question is 
not whether that may have been the intention, but whether it mani- 
festly was the intention. The manifestation is rather the other way; 
the language appears to me to have been selected for the very purpose 
of including the intermediate lessee. The conclusion at which I have 
arrived is that there is no justification for limiting the operation of the 
section as contended for by the defendant—that is to say, that it is 
not shewn that to give it the effect which its language primarily and 
naturally imports would lead to obvious absurdities or injustice such 
as the Legislature could not have intended or would otherwise defeat 
the manifest intention of the Legislature. Further, it appears to me that 
the language used shews «0 strong an intention to include the inter- 
mediate and non-occupying lessee that I doubt whether any absurdities 
of injustice would justify the court in excluding him. In my opinion, 
therefore, the plaintiffs are entitled to succeed in these proceedings 
under section 2 of the Act of 1912. With regard to the amount I think 
that the date at which the unlicensed rental value is to be taken is the 
date of the granting of the lease, and if so it is agreed that the amount 
recoverable is 63-150ths of £34. Judgment for the plaintiffs for 
£14 5s. 7d. and costs.—Counset, Wotten (for plaintiff); Lord Tiverton 
(for defendants); Ware (watching for Licensed Victuallers’ Central 
Protection Society of London, Limited). Soricrrors, Godden, Holme, 
d> Ward; Laytons; Maitlands, Peckham, & Co. 
([Frém the written juigment as printed in the “Morning Adver‘iser.”] 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 


ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the members of this Society will be 
held at the Society’s Hall, (Chancery Lane entrance), or Friday, the 4th 
of July, 1913, at 2p.m. The following are the provisions of by-law 15 
as to the business to be transacted at an annual general meeting, 


| namely :--“ The business of an annual general meeting shall be the 


election of president, vice-president, and members of Council, as directed 


annual report of the Council, and the disposal of business introduced by 
the Council, and of any other matter which may consistently with the 
charter and by-laws be introduced at such meetiug.” On the next page 
will be found the names of the candidates nominated to fill the eleven 
vacancies in the Council. and in the offices of president, vice-president, 
and auditors, with the names and addresses of their nominators. 

Mr. F. BRINSLEY H4rpee will move :—“1. That it is desirable for 
the advantage of the State, and in the interests of society, that the 
amendments in the law of divorce recommended by both the majority 
and minority reports should be forthwith carried into law. 2. That 
having regard to the importance and need of such amendments in the 
law, the Council prepare and get introduced into Parliament a Bil! 
carrying out such recommendations.” 
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LIST OF QUALIFIED MEMBERS OF THE SOCIETY NOMINATED AS MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL TO BE ELECTED AT THE ANNUAL GENERAW 


MEETING ON 1HE 


4TH OF JULY, 1913. 








Name of Candidate. 


—_——— 


*Robert William Dibdin 


*+Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C. L. 


"Charles Goddard ... 


*Herbert Gibson 


*John Waller Hills, M.P., D.C.L. 


*Sir Henry James Johnson... 


*tCharles Henry Morton 


*Robert Chancellor Nesbitt 


*Charles Leopold Samson ... 


*William Arthur Sharpe 


tAlfred John Morton Pall... 


tArthur George Shaw Robertson ... 


Address. 


23, Red Lion-square, London, W.C. 


Wellington House, Nottingham ... 


3, an Gray’s-inn, Lon- 
don, W 


9, Great St. Helen’s, London, E.C. 





West- 


| 
| ’ e 
| Queen Anne’s-mansions, 
| minster, Londou, S.W 
| 


| 


| 101, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C. 


5, Cook-street, Liverpool 


7, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, 
London, E.C. 


6, Austin-friars, London, E.C., and 


31, Beoth-street, Manchester 


| 12, New - court, 
London, W.C. 


Carey - stre’ t, 


Stroud, Gloucestershire 


| 7, Northumberland-buildings, Bath 


Names cf Nominators. 


| 


{John Roger Burrow Gregory 
‘Sir Charles Elton Longmore, 

|| K.C.B. 

| ~Charles Leopold Samson... 
Walter Trower ose 


|| Henry Houghton Enfield 


Addresses. 


1, Bedford-row, London, W.C. 
Hertford. 
| 
| 6, Austin-friars, London, E.C. 
| 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
| London, W.C. 
Low-pavement, Nottingham. 


(President of the Nottingham | 


|| 
|| Incorporated Law Society) 
|| Thomas Flewitt Walker ... 
| (Secretary of the Nottingham 
| Incorporated Law Society) 
|| Chastes Henry Morton .. oe 
|| (Joint Hon. Secretary of th 
Associated Provinciai Law So- 
| cieties) 
|| Arthur Barlow aa on wi 
|| Joint Hon. Secretary of the 
| Associated Provincial Law So- 
| cieties) 
\John James Spencer os 
= Henry James Johnson 


) William Melmoth Walters 
— Dowson ,.. 


Samuel Garrett 


| 
| 
| 
| 


_— Johnston Halsey 

|) Walter Trower... ned 

| { Charles Goddard 

| Robert Mills Welsford 
Charles a Samson 

| John Carey Bromfield... 


| (President of the Incorporated 


Law Society of Liverpool) 
J Alfred Tarbolton ... ove 


' (President of the Manchester 
| 


| Law Society) 
| Aithur Barlow ad es 
| (Joint Hon. Secretary of the Asso- 
| \ ciated Provincial Law Societies) 
Edwin Freshfield, LL.D.... 
Sir Homewood Crawford 
William Arthur Sharpe ... 


| { William Melmoth Walters 


|| John Wreford Budd 
aap Holme Bower 

|| John James Dumville Botterell ... 
Richard Stewart Cleaver ... 

John Waller Hills, M.P. ... 


Charles Leopold Samson ... 

Edward Theodore Gardom 
(President of the Gloucestershire 
and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
Society) 


* |) Harry Bevir ... 


||Charles Henry Morton . 
|| (Joint Hon. Secretary of the 
Associated Provincial Law 
Societies) 
| (Charles Leopold Samson... ihe 
William Charles Mercer Adam... 
John Henry Wilson m 
Charles Henry Morton ‘ 
(Joint Hon. Secretary of the 
Associated Provincial Law 
Societies) 





.. | 23, Queen 


. | New-square, Low-pavement, Not- 


tingham. 


| 
| 5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 
| 
1, High-pavement, Nottingham- 


13, Park-row, Nottingham. 
101, Leadenhall-street, 
E.C. 


London 


| New-square, Lincoin’s-inn, Lon- 


don, W.C. 


... | 19, Surrey-street, Strand, London, 
| W.C 


ww. | BA, King William-street, London, 
| £.C. 


Anne’s-gate, London, 
S.W. 
5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, Lon- 
don, W.C. 
3, South-sqnare, Gray’s-inn, Lon- 
| don, W.C. 
22, Aldermanbury, London, E.C, 
6, Austin-friars, London, E.C, 
Liverpool 


| Manchester. 


1, High-pavement, Nottingham. 


31, Old Jewry, London, E.C. 

The Guildhai], London, E.C, 

12, New-court, Carey-strect, 

don, W.C. 

New-square, 

London, W.C. 

24, Austin-friars, London, E.C. 

4, Bream’s-buildings, Chancery- 
lane, London, W.C. 

24, St. Mary Axe, London, E.C. 

26, North John-street, Liverpool. 

Queen Anne’s-mansions, West- 
minster, London, 8. W. 

6, Austin-friars, London, E.C. 

Gloucester. 


Lon- 


9 Lincoln’s-inn, 


Wootton Bassett, Wilts. 
5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


6, Austin-friars, London, E.C. 
Bath. 

Bath. 

5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


LIsT OF QUALIFIED MEMBERS PROPOSED AS PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Walter Trower 


Sir Charles Elton Longmo re,! 
K.C.B. 


5, New-square, 
London, W.C. 


Hertford fia nae am ate 


Lincoln’s-inn, | 


‘eee Melmoth Wa!ters 


‘| Sir Charles 
| ” ‘ 


Elton Longmore, 


2 
> 


| (William ‘Melmoth Walters ... 
| | Charles Henry Morton ... 


'9, New-square, 


9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
London, W.C. 


Hertford. 


Lincoln’s-inn, 
London, W.C. 


5, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


* The Candidates marked thus* are retiring Members of the Council, who, being eligible, have been nominated for re-election. 
+ The Candidates marked thus + are proposed in accordance with the scheme of nomination of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies pursuant to the resolution of the Society relating to country vacancies, adopted en 5th July, 1907. 
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LIST OF QUALIFIED PERSONS PROPOSED As AUDITORS OF THE SOCIETY. 








ee ee l 


Name of Candidate. Addrecas. 


London, 


John Stephens Chappelow, F.C.A. *, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C. 


King’s Bench-walk, Temple, 


Mitchell Templeton... ° on & : 
London, E.C. 


George Arthur Whitfield... ... | 22, Surrey-street, Strand, London, 


| Names of Nominators, Addresses. 





i Walter Tweedie ... | 5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 


W.C. 
|) Rayner Maurice Neate .. 16, Southamptun-street, Blooms- 
bury-square, London, W.C 

{ Henry Cecil Geare i ‘ ~~ acai, London, 
19, Argyll-mansions, Addison- 
bridge, London, W. ‘ 

|{ Martin James Greener 52, Bedford-row, London, WG 
i Frederick William Mann si eo Kingsway, Lon- 

on, W.C. 


wes Parkes... 





— 





The Late Lord Macnaghten. 


Lord Mersey on Monday presented a portrait of the late Lord Mac- 
naghten to the Lord President of the Council, to be hung on the walls 
of the court where, as a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, Lord Macnaghten eat for many years. The portrait, which is 
by Mr. H. de T. Glazebrook, represents Lord Macnaghten in Court 
dress, wearing the ribbon and star of the Grand Cross of the Bath. 
The ceremony, says the Times, took place in the Council Chamber, 
Whitehall, and there were present, in addition to Lord Morley, the 
Lord President of the Council, and Lord Mereey, the Lord Chancellor, 
Lord Halsbury, Lord de Villiere, Lord Shaw of Dunfermline, and others 
of the late Lord Macnaghten’s judicial colleagues ; the Hon. Sir Edward 
C, Macnaghten, the Hon, Malcolm Macnaghten, and the Hon. Francis 
Macnaghten, three of his sons; Sir Almeric FitzRoy, Clerk of the 
Council, Mr. Neish, Registrar of the Privy Council, Mr. J. C. Le 
Deputy-Clerk of the Council, Mr. W. Reeve Wallace, Chief Clerk of the 
Judicial Department, and other officials, and a number of ladies. 

Lord Mersey, addreesing the Lord President, aeked to be allowed to 
present him with the picture of their old friend. Lord Ma naghten was 
a great lawyer, and for twenty-five years or more administered justice in 
that tribunal with such consummate ability that he secured for ite 
decrees the admiration, the wonder, and the confidence of the whole 
nation. He was more than a great judge—he was a good man and a 


kind friend. 


Lord Morley, in reply, said he was eure that they all accounted this | 


gift of Lord Mersey’s as due to a most liberal and happy thought, and 
it was his duty—and it was a very great gratification to him, in his 
office as Lord President—to accept that gift from his hands, and he 
would direct that it should be placed on the walls of that Chamber, 


where, as Lord Mereey had just reminded them, Lord Macnaghten was 


so often and so constantly the adviser of them all. 


Lord Morley continued : Nobody will dispute, either here or else- | 


where, the full title of Lord Macnaghten to the honour that is now 
paid him in memory of the great public eervice he rendered in the most 
important of all public callings, as I venture to think the judicial 
office is. It would be quite wrong for me to attempt to supplement 
that portrait in colour with a portrait in words. I see before me a 
body of learned men who are far better able to describe than I can 
possibly do his claim as one of the foremost lawyers of his time. It 
was my fortune to sit for a few years with Lord Macnaghten in the 
House of Commons, and sitting always on the Opposition side to him 
I am well able to judge the accuracy of this delineation, and it seems 
to me excellent. I am afraid that he and I were never in those years 
once in the same lobby, but that is irrelevant. He did not speak very 
frequently in the House of Commons, but it was felt that he was a man 
of enormous authority in his profession, and that he never did speak, 
or would speak, unless he felt himself able to make some real contribu- 
tion to the debate. 


Lord Morley proceeded to say that he had been reading some of the 
judgments of Lord Macnaghten, and what struck him, and_ used to 
strike him when he had the pleasure of talking to him in the House of 
Commons or at Lincoln’s Inn or elsewhere, was this—he did not con- 
sider the juridical points in a case on an argument as being the exhaus- 
tive aspect in all its bearings of which the case was capable. Many 
would remember the Scottich Church case eight or nine years ago. 
He had read that judgment—not with any view (Heaven forbid !) of 
pronouncing on the legal right or wrong, but he regarded it as a literary 
composition, and he could not say how much he was struck by the 
breadth of mind and elevation of thought and the recognition of the 
importance of the historical interests concerned, He took, in all his 
cases—some of them very complex—an elevated and broad view ; he did 





Ledlie, | 


not allow (if he might say so with all respect) that etatute and prece- 
dent were everything. Apart from that particular point, what struck 
him, as a critic, was Lord Macnaghten’s arrangements of his topics, 
and the structure of his arguments left him entirely free from what 
he regarded as a mortal sin of all writing and pronouncing of jndg- 
| mente—that of being either involved or obscure. Lord Macnaghten 
| had, as he was told, a gift which was not bestowed on all of them— 
| the gift of listening. He would listen all through a case, however com- 
| plex, with unbroken silence, but when the silence was broken then it 
| was found that he had grasped all the arguments of the matter, and. 
when that was done, he went directly to the point. He was aleo told 
that Lord Macnaghten had, when listening to arguments of counsel, a 
look of whimsical humour which might perhaps have disconcerted 
counsel. Still, every one felt that there was no harm in it, and it 
directed the attention of the counsel to the point he had been trying 
| to make. Reading the Scottish judgment and others of his, what struck 
| him was Lord Macnaghten’s shrewd common sense, because law was 
| not alwavs entirely reconcilable (if he might eay so) with shrewd common 
sense. Lord Macnaghten was cool without being languid. He thought 
| his colleagues would agree that his reasoning was (as it was in the 
House of Commone) luminous and weighty, and though he had none of 
the subtle humour that Lord Bowen and others possessed, nevertheless 
there was in him—it was quite evident—whether in politics or in law, 
a real fund of genial humour—very often ironical. But ironical humour 
| was part of the salt of literature, of human nature, and of human life. 
His language was always excellent. He liked terse, short sentences 
and simple and homely words, in which he went directly to the point. 
He never went in for overdrawn emphasis, which was the ruin of true 
force. " Someone had said that a man’s profession, his gifts, even his 
opinions, were not all. Besides all these there was the man himself, 
and they would all agree—both those who knew him well and those 
who knew him little—that if ever there was a man who deserved this 
language it was Lord Macnaghten. They all felt the loss caused by 
his departure from their midst—and especially had the Judicial Com- 
mittee suffered a great loes—and, that being eo, he thought Lord Mersey 
had done very well in enabling them to put on record, as it were, in 
that court so good a token of the regard in which he was held by his 
colleagues and the Bar. : 





A NEW DEPARTURE IN FIDEL 


The form of Policy now issued by the ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE is up to 
date in every respect, and offers MANY ENTIRELY NEW AND ATTRACTIVE 
ADVANTAGES. 

Restrictive clauses hitherto appearing in all Fidelity Policies have been omitted, and 
the Po'icy is free from all conditi »ns likely to lead to misunderstanding or dispute. 

All Fraud or Di-honesty committed during the currency of the Policy is covered 
WHETHER DISCOVERED BEFORE OR AFTER THE POLICY CEASES TO 
BE IN FORCE. 

The Insured is not liable to pay the costs of an unsnecessful prosecution. 

These extended benefits have been granted WITHOUT ANY ADVANCE IN THE 
PREMIUMS. which have always compared favourably with those charged by other 
first-class Offices. 


ITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


LEGAL AND GOVERNMENT BONDS. 
The Corporation is empowered t> grant Bonds to all De Ss 
} GOVERNMENT, the BANKRUPTCY COURTS, and’ the COURTS OF 
CONTINGENCY INSURANCE. 


Bonds of Indemnity are also issued in connecti i a DOC 
DEFECTIVE TITLES, and many other CONTINGENCIES — —s 


Bonds are issued with the NECESSARY PROMPTITUDE, and minimum terms are 
quoted to SOLICITORS, who are invited to com Corporati 
Head Office or any of the Branch Offices. a oe a 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720.) 


FIRE — LIFE — SEA — ANNUITIES - EMPLOYERS LIABILITY— PERSONAL ACCIDENT BURGLARY — FIDELIT 
- - Y GUARANTEE- 
PLATE GLASS-MOTOR CAR-—BOILER-—LIFT AND MACHINERY-—TRUSTEE AND EXECUTORS OF wis. 


Total Assets exceed £6,500,000. 


HEAD OFFICE: Royal 
LAW COURTS BRANCH; 29 and 30, High Holborn, W.C. 


Total Claims Paid exceed £50,000,000. 
Exchange, London, E.C. 
Wast ExD BRANCH: 44, Pall Mall,’8.W, 





Wit! 
Station 
we un 
issue | 


Mr. 
of Bat 
who ¥ 
solicito 
Bath ( 
In orde 
solicito 


Mr. 
Police | 
Curtis 
Drumm 
banker, 
Temple 
South-} 
petition 
Secretar 
Worces! 


_ At G 
judgme 


for the 


ms- 
lon, 


son- 


the 
l to 
e of 
con- 
aus- 
lany 
ago. 
) of 


rary 


HIS 
3 OF 


ENTS, 


ms are 
at the 


June 21, 1913. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 57.] 615 








“Board of Agriculture and Fisheries. 


Inspection of Maps and Documents. 


The report of the Board, of proceedings under the Tithe, Copyhold, 
Inclosure, Commons, Land Drainage, and other Acts for 1912, contains 
the following information :— 

Facilities are afforded, on payment of a small fee, for the inspection 
of certain public documents deposited with the Board. Among these 
are included Apportionments of Tithe Rentcharge; Certificates of 
Redemption of Tithe Rentcharge; Certificates of Capital Value of 
Extraordinary Tithe Rentcharge; Awards of Inclosure and Regulation 
under the Inclosure Acts, 1845 to 1899; Boundary Awards; Schemes 
under the Metropolitan Commons Actes, 1866 to 1898; and Orders of 
Division of Intermixed Lands. Copies and extracts from these docu- 
ments and tracings of any maps relating thereto are also furnished to 
applicants at euch charges as cover the cost of making them. 

The number of inspection permits issued during each of the last five 
years, the sums paid by the public for extracts and tracings supplied 
by the Board, and the payments received in inspection fees in thie 
period, have been ag under :— 





Nomber of 
Inspection Permits 
Issued. 


Amoourta paid by 
the Public for 
Extracts & Tracings 


Amounts paid in 


Year. inspection Fees. 





rad 
£ £ 
1,658 151 
1,824 155 
1.816 173 
1,688 157 
1,593 170 


1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 


2,950 
3,011 
3,372 
3,059 
3,310 














These figures are exclusive of inspections made by officers of Govern- 
ment Departmente, in respect of which no fee is charged. 

The Ordnance Survey maps of Great Britain and Ireland, on the 
scale of one inch to the mile, and those of Great Britain on the scal 
of six inches to the mile, are available for inspection at this office 
by the public without charge. The Ordnance Survey maps of London 
on the s:459 scale and maps for portions of the metropolitan area on the 
scale of five feet’ to the mile, are likewise available. Facilities ar: 
aleo afforded for the inspection at this office, on payment of a emal! 
fee, of any other of the latest maps upon the :,,4,s6cale, available from 
the Ordnance Survey Office, Southampton, provided that four clear 
days’ notice of intention to insvect is given. The total number of 
Ordnance Survey maps inspected by the public during the year was 








With reference to the issue of 5,000 shares of the Solicitors’ Law 
Stationery Society (Ltd.), advertised in our columns on the 7th inet.. 
we understand that there were 156 applications sent in, and that the 
issue has been very largely over-subscribed. 








Obituary. 
Mr. E. C. T. J. Petgrave. 


Mr. Ezekiel Charles Thomas Johnson Petgrave, senior solicitor 
of Bath, died last Sunday at the age of eighty-five. Mr. Petgrave, 
who was the oldest ‘old boy’ of Bedford School, was admitted a 


solicitor sixty-three years ago. Formerly he was a member of the 
Bath City Council, but paid the penalty of £25 to relinquish the office 
in order to criticise more freely the council’s administration. He was 
solicitor to the Bath Gas Company up to the time of his death. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Lister Drummonp has been appointed to be a Metropolitan 
Police magistrate, to fill the vacancy caused by the death of Sir Henry 
Curtis Bennett. Mr. Drummond ‘is the eldest son of Mr. Maurice 
Drummond, C.B., and the great grandson of Charles Drummond, the 

ker. He was born in 1856, and was called to the Bar by the Inner 
Temple in 1879. For some years he was a revising barrister on the 

uth-Eastern Circuit, and was appointed to try municipal election 
Petitions at Grimsby in 1904 and at Gloucester in 1907. He was also 
secretary to the Irish Evicted Tenants Commission in 1892, and to the 
Worcester Parliamentary Election Commission in 1906. 


General. 


_ At Greenwich County Court, recently, Judge Grainger delivered 
udgment in the case in which Mrs. Macgregor, of Ladywell Park, 
, sued Messrs. R. F. Clamp and Son, bailiffs, for ness 

or 


King’s taxes, although they were informed that it was the plaintiff's 
only means of living. The jury, on the question of fact, found for 
the plaintiff for £20, but Judge Grainger now stated that he had 
entered judgment for the defendants, with costs, on the ground that 
a collector of King’s taxes was entitled to seize any goods found on 
the premises. He stayed the execution for twenty-one days. 


At Gloucestershire Assizes on the 12th inst., Thomas Godwin Chance, 
49, solicitor, was charged with fraudutent conversion of several sums 
of money entrusted to him at various dates. The Hon. Reginald 
Coventry prosecuted, and Mr. Harold Hardy appeared for the accused, 
who pleaded guilty to three indictments involving sums amounting to 
nearly £600, but not guilty to a fourth charge. Mr. Coventry did not 
proceed on the last charge, but said it was admitted on the part of 
the accused that there were other cases and that the total defalcations 
amounted to nearly £2,000. The accused bought a practice in Newn- 
ham-on-Severn in 1907, and three years later he started defrauding 
various people of humble means by inducing them to entrust him with 
sums to invest on mortgage, which he applied to his own purposes. 
Mr. Justice Bray sentenced the accused to four years’ penal servitude. 


At Bow-street Police Court on the 12th inst., before Sir John Dick- 
inson, Paul Bitterlin, 23, a motor-car driver, of East Park-terrace, 
Southampton, was again brought up for extradition on charges of com- 
mitting fraud as an agent and with obtaining money and goods by 
false pretences within the jurisdiction of the Swiss Government. Mr. 
Bodkin, who supported the demand for extradition on behalf of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, said that the question involved in 
this case was whether the depositions, or statements of the witnesses, 
amounted to legal evidence such as the magistrate could act upon under 
the Extradition Treaty. The Extradition Act of 1870 provided that 
the evidence must be ‘‘ taken on oath or solemnly declared to be true 
before a magistrate ’’; and by an amending Act of 1873 this was ex- 
tended to affirmations. In his submission the evidence was admissible 
in this country if it was solemnly declared to be true in accordance 
with the law of the State in which it was given. In this country 
persons having a conscientious objection to taking an oath were per 
mitted to affirm, and he contended that there was no difference between 
an affirmation and something that was solemnly declared to be true. 
The depositions in this case were not sworn to, but were taken after 
the witnesses had been admonished to speak the truth by a proper 
judge—namely, the District Attorney of Zurich. In those circum- 
stances the witnesses were just as liable to be prosecuted for perjury 
as if they had taken a solemn oath, and he contended that the deposi- 
tions were therefore as valid as verbal evidence would be. The magis- 
trate said that the case turned upon the meaning of the word 
‘“affrmation.”? Did that mean affirmations according to our English 
rule, or did it mean any statements solemnlv declared to be true accord- 
ing to the customs of the foreign State? He was not entirely without 
doubt on the subject, but he inclined strongly to the view put forward 
by Mr. Bodkin, and would commit the accused for extradition, but if 
he chose to apply for a writ of habeas corpus his application would 
receive the greatest consideration. 








Way Pay Rent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScortisH TEMPERANCE Lire AssurANce Co. (Limrtep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C, "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or KeorisTeass tx ATTENDANCE OF 


Emrrerncy Appzat Covrst Mr, Justice 
Rota, No. I, Joyvor. 


Moreay Jane 22 Mr Chorch Mr Rorrer Mr Leach 

T: esday 24 Fa’ mer Leach Goldschmidt 
Wear earay .. Synge Goldschmidt Ohurer 
Joliv Farmer Greswell 
Plexam Church Jolly 
Greswell Synge Borrer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

NEVILLE Eve. Sar@ayt. 
Mr Goldschmidt Mr Synge Mr Greswell Mr Jolly 

Bloxam B h Greswell 
Farmer Borrer 
Churck Synge 
Greswell Farmer 
Leach Bloxam 


Mr. Justice 
Wanrerveron. 


Mr Farmer 
Svnge 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Charch 

Mr. Juatice 
AsTBURY, 


Date. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jure 24.—Mesers. Wearneeatt & Green, at the Mart: Freehold Residence and 
Freehold Block of Offices (see ac vertixement, page iv, May 31). 

June 24, Joly 1 ad 8.—Mes-rs. Desenaam. Tewson, & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: 
Fr-ehold Premises, Freehold Grund Reuts, Residences, Building, and Residential 
E-tates (see advertisement, page ii., May 31) 

June 25.—Mess s, Dovetas Youre & Co., at the Mart, at 2; Shopsand Dwelling 
Houses (se advertisement, back page, this weex). 

June 36.—Mesers. Stimson & Sons. at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, page fii, this week). 
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June 26,—Messre. Weatarratt & Gauen, at East Grinsteai, at 3: Freehold Land 
(see advertisement, page iv, Ma~ 31). 

June 2 and Jaly.—Messrs. Hamwerow & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: 
dences (see advertisement, page iii, ‘ane 7), 

Jone 30.—Mesera. Dawiet ‘urre, Sow & Oaxtev: Freehold Cottage Residence 
and Freehold Agricaltursl Holding (ree advertisement pega iii, May 24). 

Jane 390.—Mesers. Exits & Som, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Building Site and 
Prem’ses (see uivertisement, back pace, this week) 

Jane 30.—Mesers. Geo. Heap & Co. at the Mart, at 1: Shop Property, Flats, and 
Dwelling Honse (see advertisement, page iii, thi week). 

July 1, 23. 29, 30, 31.—Mesere. Homeerr & Furr, at the Mart: Freehold Estates 
an‘ properties (see advertise : ent, front page, May 31). 

July 2 —Messrs. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Residences (see advertisement, back 
page, this week). 

July 3.—Mesera. Dawret Surra, Sow, & Oaxcey: 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 24). 

Jaly 7.—Mesers, Dons, Somaw, & Covernatz, at tho Mari, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, page iii. this week). 

July 7.—Mr. J. Taxvor, at the Mart, at 2; frexhold Building Site and Fraehold and 
Copyhold Estate (see advertisement, page iii, this week) 

July 9.—Messrs. Eowis Fox, Bovariecy, Braverrs, & Baoperer, at the Mart: 
Freehold Buileing Land (ses advertisement, back p soe, this week), 

July 9, 10.—Mesars. Nicaotas, at Chippenham: The Daantsey Dairy Farms (see 
advertisement, page 597, June 14) 

July 10.—Mes*ra. Ernoarr, at the Mart, at 1: Frosholl Groand Rent (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

July 21.—Mr. Wm. Hoverrow, at the Mart, at 2: 
tisement, page iti, this week). 

Mestre. Wearmeratt & Garren, at Ash>y-de-la-Znch ; 
advertisement, pags iv, May 31) 

Mesers. Couttns & Coiura, at the Mari: Frechold Investments (sxe advertisam »nt, 
page iii, M+y 31). 


Country Resi- 


Freehold Residential Estate, &c. 


Freehold Building Site (see adver- 


Freehold Properties (see 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, &c. 
* Mesers, H. BE. Foerer & OCnawrreco heli their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when tho following 
lote were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £2,000 - ‘ Sold £515 
£315 
£176 


a > oe. mp gh wf at oe 
REVERSION to One-eighth of £3,357 92S. — @ 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lotrrep mm Cmanorry. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, June 13. 


AGcEervup Protners & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 25,’to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G. Mon- 
tague White, 14, Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidat: tr. 

BIRCHINGTON BAY PRorERtTY Co, LTpD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 28, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William L. Moodie, 322, Liverpool rd, liquidator. 

BRITISH MANCHURIAN CONCESSIONS, LtTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 11, 
directed to be heard June 244. C. 8. Tomlinson, 50, Lincoln's Inn fields, solor for the 
petur. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 .,clock in the 
afternoon of June 23 

** CELTIC MO: ARCH” Sutp Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Hughes Jones and Roberts, 18. Water st, Liverpool, liquidators 

EL DIn-RO S¥NDICATE, Ltp (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on o1 
before July 24, tosend their names and address:s, and the particulars uf their debts 
or claims, to Harry Cooper Rogers, 13, St. Helen's pl, liquiuator. 

E.S.F.L. SYNDIcaTe, LTpD.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 10, directed to 
be heard June 24. Smith & Hudson, 5, Fenchurch st, solors tothe petor. Notice 
¢ opt earing must reach the above named not later than six O'clock in the aft«rno on 
of June 23. 

EUROPEAN CINEMAS, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 6, directed to be heard 
June 24. Morton & Patterson, 10, Old Jew y chmbrs, solurs for the petnrs, Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named, nor laterthan six oclock in the afternoon 
of June 23. 

FREDK. SMITH, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 6, directed to be heard 
June 24. Th E A_ Baker, &8-90, Chancery In, sch rfor the petnr. Notice of 
a must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of June 2%, 

HINGRAKADUA RUBBER Estates, LTD.—Cieditors sre required, on or before July 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
H Read -mith, 3, London Wall bidgs, liquidator. 

LACRE Motor CAR Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 11, directed to 
be heard June 24. Griffith & Gardiner, 10, St. Swithin’s In; agents for Maddo-ks 
& Co, Coventry, peinrs’ solors. Notice of appearing must reach tue above named not 
later than six o’clock in the afternoon of June 23. 

Le Paris Tyke Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 16. to send in their 
bames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Edgar Corfield, 119, Finsbury pvmt, liquidator. 

Motor EQUIPMENT, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send in 


their names and addre ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 


Arthur Grimsdick, 82, Vict ria st, Westminster, liquidator. 

MOTOR MANUFACTURING CO. AND ALFRED BURGESS, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, pre- 
sented May 22, directed to be heard at the Tow. Hall, Barnet, on June 24. Kenneth 
& Co, Lennox House, Norfolk st, Strand, solors for the petur. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of June 23. 

PANAMA RUBBER AND TIMBER EsTAtEs, LTD.—tetn for winding-up, presented June 10, 
directed to be heard Juwe 24. Heywood & Ram, The Outer, Tempie, 222, Strand, solors 
forthe petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above namei n-t jater than six 
o'clock in the afternoon of June 23. 

THOMAS INCH, Lrp(IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)——Creditors are reqnired, on or before 
July 31, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William J. Funnell, 18, Dora rd, Wimbledon, liquidator. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

City OF BRADFORD PERMANENT Money Socrety.—Petn for winding-up, presented 
June Ll, dizected to be heard at County Court House, Mavor row, Bradford, June 24. 
Sugden & Dewhurst, 24, Kank st, Bradford, solors to the petnrs. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not iater than six o'ciock in the afternoon of June 23. 

MARGAM ForRGE, LTD., Port TALBOT be VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION ).—-Creditors are 
required, on or beiore June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Percy Mountjoy, Old Bank cumbrs, 27, High st, 
Cardiff. Randall & Co, Bridgend, solors to the liquidator. 

O MONDTHORPE HALL FREEHOLD GARDEN AND BUILDING ALLOTMENT ASSOCIATION.— 
Petn for winding-up, presented June 9, directed to be heard June 24. /aterson 
& Co, 25, Lincoln's inn fields, agents for Lupton & Fawoett, Leeds, solors fur the 
petnors. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in 

the afternoon of June 238. 





JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TuEsDAY, June 17. 


BRITISH IMPROVED CONSTRUCTION Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, 
to send t eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Turketine, 3, London Wall bldgs. Gush &@ Co. solors to the liquidator. 

CHEST: R TURKISH BaTus Co Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before July 26, to send in their names and ad iresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims. to Walter Baird, 7 and 8, Godstall chmbrs, Chester, liquidator. 

CORNWALL (NIGERIAN) TIN SYNDICATE, LtD.—Creditors are — on or before July 5, 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Elles 
Hill, 79, Mark In, liquidator. 

COUNTY BUSINESS TRANSFER AGENCY, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 7, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ernest Broidbent, 1, Clarence. Arcade chmbrs, Ashton-under-Lyne, liquidator. 

J. BARTON-FAITHFULL & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required forthwith to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t> me, Philip 
E. Haring, 28. Budge row, Cannon st. * 

MADDOX BROTHERS, L1D,—Petn for winding-ap of, presented June 14, directed to be 
heard at Government bwugs, Victoria st, Liverpool, July 4 at 10. Wilson & Cowie, 
14, Water st, Liverpoo!, agents for Mayhew & Darling, 15, Abchurch In, solors for the 
petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later six o'clock in 
the afternoon of July 3. 

RUBBER AND PropUcE INVESTMENT TRUST, LTD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 13, directed to heard July 1 Warmington & Edmonds, 30, Budge row, solors for 
the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six oclock 
in the afternoon of June 3v. 

THOMPSONS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 7, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Hrea, 
16, Richmond ter, Blackburn, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
‘London Gazette—FRIDAY, June 13. 


JAMES SIMPSON AND SONS (DECORATORS HULL), LTD. 
STANDARD CLOTHING Co, LTD. 
NEW ENGLAND BoRING Uo, LTD. 
ELECTRIC PLAYHOUSES SYNDICATE, LTD. 
LANCASHIRE ACETYLENE GAS PLANT Co, LTD. 
FREDERICK HORN AND Sons, LTD. 
SEA SALVAGE Co, Ltp. 
FIRTH, BARBER AND Co, LTD. 
ANGLO-FRENCH GUINEA SYN}ICATE, LTD. 
ATBASAR COPPER FIELDS, LTD. 
KOMANO CARPATHIAN OIL Co, LTD. 
HINGRAKADUA RUBBER EstTaT«s, LTD. 
STREEN & Co, LTD. 
ARTHUR MARSHALL & SON, LTD. 
NUTTALL & Co (>T. HELENS), LTD. (P-econstitu tion). 
MANLEYS (WOLVERHAMPTON), LTD. 
LITTLE ORMES HKAD LIMESTONE CO, LTD. 
(ORIGINAL) AUSTRIAN BENT WOOD FURNITURE Co, LTD, 
UBIQUE PRESS, LTD. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAZ, June 17. 


Lacre Motor Car Co, Lrp. 
NEWSHAM COLLIERY Co, LTD. 
CH+STER TURKISH BaTus Co, LTD. 


| THOMPSONS, LTD 





SAFETY BIoOscorpE SUPPLIES Co, LTD. (Reconstruction). 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF PROFESSIONAL MUSICIANS’ INSTITUTE, LTD. 
WILLS CarpiFF, Lrp. 

PAPER SUPPLIES, LTD. 

BRITISH IMPROVED CONSTRUCTION Co, LTD. 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar or Cratm. 
London Gazette,—TuEspay, June 3. 
Puckerper, Acreazp Faancts, Upper Clapton rd June 23 Grantham v Grantham, 
Joyce and Eve,JJ Strager, South sq, Gray’s inn 
London Gasette.—Faipar, June 6, 
Parw, Faepertck Tewnawr, Herne Hill June 30 Pain v Pain, Swinfen Eady, J 
Hargraves, Coleman st 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, June 10. 


Harris, Jonw Enowanrp, Clifton, Bristol, Iron Merchant July 16 
and Others, Neville, J Algar, Abchurch lo 

Mecacisn, Georce Wituam James, Priory rd, West Hampstead, Pawnbroker July 9 
Meibuish v Melhuish, Warrington, J Atenborough, Taaviss inn, Holborn 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Jane 17. 


Lewis, Tuomas James, Hither Green In, Lewisham July 21 Grey & Marten, Lid v 
Lewis, Warrington, J Lewis, Chancery la 
—— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
(Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 13. 


ADCOCK, JoHN Lows, East Horsley, Surrey, Grocer July 4 Willoughby, Lancaster p! 
ALDERSON, Sir CHARLES HENRY, Beaufort gdns, South Kensington July 21 Wigan & 
Co, Norfolk Ho ise, Victoria embankment 
ALEXANDER, GRORGE CALEDON, Middie Temple July 16 Kearsley & Co, Cannon st 
ARMITAGE, ELIZABETH MOLYNEUX, Birkdale, Southport July 14 Brooks & Co, Mat 
chester 
AUSTIN, WILLIAM, Hardenhuish, Wilts July 16 Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 
BAINES. ELLEN, Jasper rd, Upper Norwood July 21 Stannard & Bo-anquet, Eastcheap 
HANNISTER, EMILY ELIZABETH, Kew Green, Surrey July 18 Child & Coild, Sloane tt 
BISCHLAGER, GEORGE FOWLER, Pelton rd, East Greenwich July 12 Saw & Sons 
Greenwich 
BOWER, GEORGE HENRY, Oswaldtwistle Lancs, Grocer June 28 Pooth, Oswaldtwistle 
BOWLES, # MIL1, Circus rd, 8t John’s Wood July 14 Nicholson & Co, Coleman st 
BUTLER, WALTER, Cobham. Surrey July 11 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoin’s Inn 
DARWENT, CAROLINE GREAV&S, Rotherham July 14 Harrop & Harrop, Rotherham 
DAVIES, THOMAS FRANCIS, Pakefield, Lowest.ft July 14 Burnie, Gracechurch st 
Dor, EMMA, Campdale rd, Islington July 3 Lithgow & Pepper, Wimpole st 





Harris v Harris 
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LL, JAMES JOSEPH, Rotherhithe, Surrey July 28 Tubbs, Aldersgate st 
DRYLAND, DAVID, Aldington, Kent Juy1 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 
CHAPMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Newport, Mon, Butcher's Manager June 24 Llewellin & 


Alleo, Newport, Mon 
CHEESMAN, JANE, Throckley, Northumberland July 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


CuRNUCK, MARY ANN, Parry,Glam July 11 Acomb, Newport, Mon 


Franck, HANNAH MORTON, Gorton, Manchester July 2 


GIBBONS, JABEZ, Lintz, Burnopfield, Durham, Deputy colliery Overman June 25 Wel- | 


ford & Jackson, Consett 


GLANVILL, EDITH Roskz, Evelyn gdns, South Kensington July 1 


Cannon st 
HACLIN, ALPHONSE AUGUSTE, Lime grove, Shepherd's 
Bedford row 
HANFORD, ROBERT, Clown, Derby, Postmaster July 28 
Harris, EMMA ExizA, Dean st, F:tterIn July 21 


George st, Hanover 


HAWKSWELL, CHRISTOPHER, Knaresborough, Farmer Avg 1 
HraL, HUGH SPEED, Southampton July 31 Merrmans & Thirlby, Mitre ct, Temple 
HENDERSON, EDWARD, Bark-ton gdns, South Kensington July 14 Stephenson & Cc, 


Lombard st 


Hewitt, Rev JoHN JAMES, Ledbury, Hereford July 14 Taylor & Bryden, Billiter st __ 
HLL, CHARLES, Oxspring, or Penistone, Yorks, Farmer July 31 Dransfield & Hodgkin- 


son, Penistone 


Hust, EDWIN, Birmirgham July 21 Shakespeare & Vernon, Birmingham 


Hort, JOHN, Brighton July 12 Cowley, Brighton 


Kgesk, JAMES ROBERT, Long Island, New York, USA July 23 Taylor & Co, Field ct 


Gray's inn 
Kips, EDWARD, Bermon¢sey st July 20 Huntley & Son 


KNOWLES, JOHN JOSEPH, Burton Leonard, Yorks, Farmer 


Harrogate 


LAWRENCE, EvMA ROGERS, Birmirgham July 12 Wright & Ore, Birmingham __ 
Rickard & Nightingale, Lincoln's 


Lucas, EpMUND, London 1d, Clapton 
inn fields 


July 10 


Meller, Temple chmbrs 
HAWKINS, GERTRUDE ELEANOR, Dieppe st, West Kensington July 12 


25 Wilkinson & Marshall | berwell New rd 
PATTESON, 
Victoria et 
PERRY, 
Strand 


Bastide & Co, Halifax 


DAME ELIZABETH MARGARET, Eaton &q 


| NOYES, MARIQUITA MICARLA, Hereford rd, Bayswater July 12 Torr & Co, Redford row 
ORAM, WILLIAM, Burgess hill, Sussex July 18 Maynar 
OWEN, Rev RICHARD, Aberystwyth 
PATERSON, ALICE ELLEN, Peak hill av Sydenham July 31 


& Smith, Burgess hill 
Hughes, Aberystwyth 


May 23 ) 
Williams & Powell, Cam- 


FRANCES SOPHIA COLERIDGE, Birchin In July 18 Trotter & Patteson 


July 10 Tylee & Co, Essex st 


| PULITZER, JosSEPH, New York, USA, Publisher July 16 Taylor & Co, Field court, 


Cox & Sons, Gray's Inn 


ROBINSON, Sir JOHN CHARLES, CB, Swanage, Dorset July 21 
Lincoln chmbrs, Portsmouth st 


Bush July 14 Peake & Co, | 


Harrison & Robinson, 


ROWE, GEORGE FREDERICK, Plymouth June26 Pethybridge, Plymouth 


Alderson & (0, Sheffield 


Freeman & £on, 
Aldersgate st 
Kirby & Son, Harrogate 


SHETTLE, H} ELEN MARY, Worthing July 21 A I 
SLADE, JAMES JOHN, Stourbridge July 18 Stone & Co, ‘iunbridge Wells 
SQUIRL, FREDERICK MICHAEL, Baden, Germany 


RUSSELL, WALTER, Harrrogate July 15 C H&J Bramley, Harrogate 
| SALMON, EDWARD, sen, Upper Tadmarton, Oxford July 12 
| SCHULTZE, WILHELM ALBERT AUGUST, Jewin cres, Merchant July 31 Smith & Smyth 


Fairfax & Parfield, Banbury 


Verrall & Sons, Worthing 


July 14 Peake & Co, Bed‘ord row 


STACE, WALTER THOMAS, Ore, pr Hastings July 26 Chalinder & Heringtcn, Hastings 


Old Broad st 


Tank chmbrs, Tooley st 


Aug 1 Kirby & §&on, Greenwich 


WHITE, ELIZABETH, Garth, Llangollen, Denbigh July 11 
WHITELEY, JONATHAN, Halilax Ju'y 1 
Woop, BENJAMIN FRANCIS, Dudley, Worcester, Financier 


Massy, ELIZABETH JANE, Boundary rd Hampstead July 20 Williams & James, Dudley 


Norfolk House, Thames Embankment 


MORALES, ELIZA Rosetta, Fleet, Hants July 14 Sargeant & Haye, Wokingham 
NICHOLSON, Sir RICHARD, Cleveland gdns, Hyde Park July 31 Peacock & Goddard, | 


South sq, Gray’s Inn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 10. 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
BERRY, JOHN, Gleaston, nr Ulverston, Farmer June 18 


at 11.50 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Fur- | 


nees 

BLACKBURN, FRANCIS, Chesterfield. Confectioner Jure 
18 atll Off Rec, 4, Castle 11, Park st, Nottinghem 

BODLEY, ARTHUR JOHN, Exminster, Devonshire, Coal 
Merchant June 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, 
Exeter 

BRADLEY, ERNEST EDWIN, Milton under Wychwood, 
Oxford, Butcher June 18 at 12.30 1, St Aldate’s, 
Oxford 

BROADHURST, ALICE MAUD, Warrington, Confectioner 
June ls at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

CARTER, FRANK RICHARD, Farnborough, Surgeon Den 
tists Junel8atll 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


rd 
CoWPER, ALFRED ROBERT, Ivybridge, Devon, Hairdresser 
June 19 »t 3.30 7, buckland ter, Plymouth 
EDRIDGE, ARTHUK CHARLES, Caulfield rd, East Ham 
June 20 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Futon, W 8, Albert mane, Crouc. hill 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
GARDNER, ALAN H, Quendon, Fssex 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


June 23 at 11.30 


GODPING, FRANCIS WALLACE, King Henry's rd, St John's | 


Wood, Costumier and Nureeryman 
Bankruptey bidgs, (arey st 

HARPER, SETH, Swansea, Grocer June 9 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

HEATH JOHN ARTHUR, Iveley rd, Clapham June 18 at 
11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

HoTsonN, GEORGE NELSCN, Havant, Hants, Saddler June 
19at3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junctiun, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Hughes, EpGAR, Barrow in Furness, Sweet Merchant 
zune 18 at 11.45 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
urness 


Juue 23 at 1l 


June 20 at 12 


WRIGHT, FREDERIC EDWARD, Worthing, Accountant 


Queen st 


Jewry 








| IRELAND, HENRY CcBiTT, Gracechurch st, Solicitor June 


23at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


LEWIS, THOMAS, Gilfach, targoed, Glam, Hairdresser 


June 20 at 11.45 O:t Rec, County Cvurt Office, Town | 


Hail, Merthyr Tydfil 


LLOvD, JOHN AMBROSE, Conway, Car:arvon, Tailor June | 


18at 12 Crypt chmbrs, (hester 
LOWE, MARK, High Wycombe, Grocer’s Assistant June 
| 18 st 12 1,saint Aldate’s, Oxford 
McTAVISH, JOHN, Pontypridd, Txilor June 19 at 11.30 
Off Rec, *t Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 
Mosgs, Isaac, Wrexham, Lic: nscd Victualler June 19 
at12 The Priory, Wrexham 
NEWMAN, FRANK, East Heudred, Berks, Poulterer June 
20a. 12 1, Saint Aldate’s, Oxford 
ODELL, HENRY PHILIP, St John's Hill, Sevenoaks, 
Tobacconist June 18 at 2.30 Off Rec, 1zA, Mari- 
boreuch pl, Brighton 
OSMENT, ARTHUR WILLIAM, South Tottenham, Builder 
Junel8ati12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
OWENS, WILLIAM JOHN, Merthyr Tydtil, Hay Merchant 
June 20 at 11.36 Off Rec, County Court Office, Tuwn 
Hall, Merthyr Tyéfil 
PEARSON, EDNA, Stafford, Licensed Victualler June 18 
at 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Statts 
PHILLIPS, CHARLES EDWIN, Tirph'] Glim, Grocer June 30 
at 12 Off Rec, County Court Office, Town Hal, 
Merthyr Tydfil 
| PHILLIVS, JOSEPH, Downs rd, Clapton June 19 at 11 
Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 
PITTAWAY, HENRY HERBERT, Smethwick, Staffs, Infirma:y 
| Attendant June 18 4t113v Ru-kin chmbrs, Corpor- 
ation st, Birmingham 


| RATCLIFF, EDWARD JAMES, Shoreham, Sussex, Builder | 


} June 18 at 11 Off Ree, 124, Ma: lborough pl, Biighton 
| Scort, ROBERT, North Walsham, Norfolk, Publican June 
18at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic. 
SHERWOOD. HERBERT, Nottingham, Ironmonger June 18 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
SILK, DAVID, Manor Park, Essex, Coal Merchant June 19 
' atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


| TOVEY, SAMUEL GRIFFITHS, Bristol July 31 
WHEELER, ALBERT EDWARD, Billericay, Es ex 
WHITAKER, CHARLES, Pershore, Worcester July 12 
WHITBY, GEORGE CHAFFEY, Manor house, Marylebone rd 


YGLESIAS, MIGUEL, Cyprus rd, Finchley, Merchant 


| SWEET, JOHN 


| CHEETHAM, DIANA ELIZABETH, Ctior ley 


STEVENSON, SARAH, Thornton Heath, Surrey Ju!y12 Neale, Queen Victoria st 
STILES, ANNE, Ferme Park rd, Strcud Green 


July 12 Blyth & Co, Gresham house 
Mutlow, Bristol 

Aug 1 Sharman Stratford 
Beauc' amp & Gallaher, Worcester 
July 12 Saw & Sons, 


Minshall & Co, Llangollen 
Dickon: & Aked, Halifax 

July 20 Wright & Co, 
July 8 Tippetts, Maiden In, 


July 25 Lewis & Yglesias, Old 


STERGH, ROBERT, Bradford, Pork Butcher June 18 at 11 

Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

RICHARD HENRY, Exeter, Greengrocer 
June 19at 3 Off Rec. Bedford cir, Exeter 

TAYLOR, ALBERT, Dunstable June 20 at 12 Off Rec, The 
Parade, Northampto. 

THOMAS, DAVID ARTHUR, Swansea, Colliery Ag‘nt June 
19 at 11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's et 
Swansea 

THORNE, JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Baker June 20 at 11 
vif Rec, County Court .Officc, Town Hall, Merthyr 
Tydfil 

TRUMAN, HENRY ARTHUR, Meare, Somerset, Grocer 
June 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, ristol 

WARD, JOHN, Whitchuch, Glam, Farmer June 19 at 11 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

WATERS, HENRY JOSEPH, Nottingham, Piano Tuner 
June 13 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Casile pl, Park st, Notting- 
ham 

WHITE, HUGH TREVOR. St Ives, Cornwall, Music Teacher 
June 19at12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, lruro 

Wricat, Joun, Boorne, Lines, Builder, June 20 at 12.15 
Angel Uotel, Bourne, Lincs 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AKROYD, FreED, Todmorden, Auctioneer Burnley Pet 
June 5 Ord June 5 

BENNETT, JOHN FRANCIS ALOYSIUS, 
Wigan Vet June6 Ord June 6 

BERRY, JOHN, Gleaston, nr Ulverston, Lancs, Farmer 
Barrow in Furness Pet April 40 Ord June 6 

BODLEY, ARTHUR JOHN, Exminster, Devon, Coal Mercha:.t 
Exeter, Pe. June6 Ord June 6 

BONE, DAVIp HENRY, East Ham, Essex, Grocer High 
Court Pet May1l Ord June 5 

BRIDGESTOCK, WILLIAM, March, Cambridge, Glass Dealer 
Peterborough Pet May 9 Ord June 5 

BRIGDEN, ALFRED WILLIAM, Rochester, Insurance Agent 
Rochester Pet June 6 Ord June 6 


Wigan, Painter 


Sulton Pet June 
5 rd June 5 

Cort, WILLIAM SPENCER, Bootle, Lancs, Grocer Liverpoo] 
Pet May 23 Ord June 6 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


aa, MOORGATE STHIAT, LONDLDoW, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN (8980. 


=z.c. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Morigages of Liiensea Property, Setriea by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARIY, &c., under 


*pplic ation. 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Ertr, CHARLES Em™Mricu, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bush, | MILs, GrorGE, Burnham, somerset, Butcher Bridgwater | 


Compasy Promoter High Vourt Pet Feb 14 Ord 
June 6 

Foster, AUBREY WriGut, Shelton rd, Forest Gate High 
Court Pet April 18 Ord June 5 

Goppine, FRANCIS WALLACE, King Henry's rd, St John’s 
Wood, Costumier High Court Pet June 6 Ord 
June 5 

Grunpy, THOMAS, Mayow 
Pet May 15 Ord June 6 

HALES, BERTIE, CHARLES, West Malling, Kent, General 
Carmi Maidstone Pet June 7 Ord June7 

HeatnH, JOHN ARTHUR CRAWFORD, Iveley rd, Clapham 
Wandsworth Pet May 9 Ord June6é 

Hicks, RALPA Hawrrey, Richmond, Surrey Wands- 
worth Pet Novi2 Ord June 5 

Hooker, WILLIAM Groroe, Aylesbury,‘Coal Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet June6 Ord June 6 

JACKSON, SAMUEL HERBERT Epenezer, Clarence Gate 

gdns, Baker st High Court Pet May8 Ord June7 

Jusser, ALFrep HENRY, Salisbury House, London wall, 
Chemist Higa Court Pet May 9 Ord June 5 

Lewis, THOWAS, Bargoed, Glam, Hairdresser Merthyr 
Tyéfil Pet JuneS Ord June 5 

Mc!aVisH, JOHN, Poxtypridd, Tailor Pontypridd Pet 
Juve 6 Ord June 6 

ODELL, Heyry 


rd, Sydenham Greenwich 


Purr, Sevenoaks, Tobacconist Tun 
bridge Wells Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Owens, WILLIAM JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Hay Merchant 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

PEARCE, Tuomas, Fleetwood, Lancs, Fish 
Preston Pet May7 Ord June 5 

PRARSON, EpDNA, Stafford Stafford 
June 5 

PHILLIPS, CHARLES EDWIN, Tirphil, Glam, Grocer 
thyr Tydfil Pet May 24 Ord June7 

RESISON, MATTHEW ANDREW, Heaton Moor, 
Stockport Pet Aprilll Ord Jane 6 

RUSSELL, ASHLEY EDWARDS, Southport, Lancs, Mantle 
Manufacturer Salford Pet April26 Ord June 7 

SUMMERS, FRANK JAMES, Dorset st. Company 
Higk Court Pet Mar 13 Ord June 5 

Sweet, Jonny RIcHARD Henry, Exeter, 
Exeter Pet June5 Ord June 5 

TAYLOR, ALBERT, Dunstable, Bedford 
16 Ord June 5 

THORNE, JouNn, Merthyr Tydfil, Baker 
Pet June4 Ord June4 

rILBROOK, WILLIAM, Haverhill, Suffolk, Coal 
Cambridge Pet June 4 Ord June 6 

WILLIAMS, RICHARD, Bryncethio, nr Bridgend, Collier 
Caraif Pet June 5 Ord June 6 

WINKEL, Maurice, Hatton gin, Diamond 
High Court Pet April 80 Ord June 5 


London Gazette.— FRIDAY, June 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


Cawstox, Groroe H, Eton av, Ham;stead High Court 
vet Feb7 Ord June 10 

CLARKE, Harry, Hover ngham, Notts, 
Nottingham Pet Jane 7 Ord June 7 

CLEASE, F MEREDITH, New Bond st, Heal_h Specialist 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord June 10 

CoLiins, Ernest, Wedderburn rd, Hampst:ad 
Court Pet Mar 20 Ord June 10 

DAVIS, EMANUEL, Edgbaston, Birmingham, 
Birmingham Pet May 8 Ord June 9 

DE CAIROS, MANOEL, Manchester, Manufacturer 
chester Pet June 11 Ord June ll 

EMMETT, ROBERT, Warrington, Butcher 
Pet June 11 Ord June ll 

FARNELL, WILLIAM JonN, E'geley rd. Clapham, Sales- 
man High Court PetJune 9 Ord June 9 

Goose, FRANK HARRY, Norwich, Bookselier 
Pet June ll Ord June ll 

HILTON, RUPERT Guy, Blean, 
May 20 Ord June 7 

Jacons, JAcos, Bancroft rd, Mile End rd, 
High Court Pet May 16 Ord Juned9 

JOHNSON, WILLIAM WALTER, Exc: ange parade, South- 
wark, Builder High Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 

KING, ALFRED WILLIAM, Slough, Butch r’s Manacer 
Windsor Pet June 9 Ord June9 

KyiontT, Joun Henry, Warwick, Coal Merchant War- 
wick PetJune10 Ord June 11 

LERWILL, WILLIAM Hevry, Eastbourne, Retail Jeweller 
Lewes Pet April19 Ord Jone 9 

MARCHANT, ARTHUR, Devereux ct, Strand, 
High Court Pet Apriil2 Ord June 11 

MARSHALL, JoHN, Ashton under Lyne, Traveller Ashton 
under Lyne Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

MCADAM, S:RAH EviZapets, Windsor rd, Forest Gate 
High Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 


Merchant 
Pet June 5 Ord 
Mer- 


Lancs 


Greengrocer 
Luton Pet May 
Merthyr Tydfil 


Merchant 


Merchant 


Cattle Dealer 

High 
Traveller 
Man- 


Warrington 


Norwich 


Kent Canterbury Pet 


Merchant 


Solicitor 


Director 


Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Pop®, SARAH, Romsey, Hants Southampton Pet June 11 
word June il 

REM INGTON, GEORGE Le V, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
High Court Pet Mar 28 Ord June 11 

ROBINSON, RICHARD ALFRED, Evering rd, Clapton High 
Cou:t Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

SeaLey, H J & Sons, Hall Green, Warwick, Builders 
Birmingham Pet May 16 Ord June 11! 

SpovG, ARTHUR HENRY, Bodlondeb Valley, Anglesey 
Bangor Pet May 27 Ord June 10 

STANLEY, WILLIAM, Leeds Butcher's Asisstant Leeds 
Pet June ll Ord June 11 

Swinnog, Exnest, Gonterstone rd, West Kensington 
High Court Pet May 22 Ord June 9 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Manchester, Fancy Bazaar Proprietor 
Manchester Pet June9 Ord June 9 

TILBURY, ALBERT, Roundwood rd, Willesden, 
High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 9 

VANDERPUMP, PAUL EDWARD, South sq, Gray's Inn, 
Solicitur High Court Pet April25 Ord June 9 

WAINWRIGHT, HARRY CHEETHAM, Edge'ey, Stockport, 
Pork Butcher Stockport Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Waitt, CHARLES, Wormwood st, Traveller High Court 
Pet June il Ord June 11 

WHITWORTH, SYDNEY, Edwinstowe, Nottingham, Farm 
Labourer Sheffield PetJunell Ord June ll 

WILLIAMS BROTHERS, Bethnal Green rd, Cheesemngers 
High Cou t Pet May 22 Ord June 9 

YEOMANS, ERNEST EDWARD, Bridliogton, Yorks, Joiner 
Scarborough Pet June9 Ord June 9 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 


Riese. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET STREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 


Grocer 








BY AUTHORITY. 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND'S , 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 
In Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/8. 
SOLD HVERYWHERE 
BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 








THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


Fo! 
PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 


QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.Cc. 
The largest Hospital of its kind. 
The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 


Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or friends are asked to send for particulars 
of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 


D. 
THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 








ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated), 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN, 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD, G.C.V.0, 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 
Help is earnestly appealed for to 

carry on the work. 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship, 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON. 


HES RY GREEN Advertisement Agent 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertwon of all pro forma notices, 
&c., and to solicit their continued support, — N,B, 
Forms, Gratis, for Stavavory Notices to Uraditors and 
Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary |) e 
Fie of “ London Gazetse” kept for free reference. By 





TO OWNERS oF PROPERTY, TRUSTEES AND 
SoLicirors. — MANY BUSINESS PREMISES, 
TowN RESIDENCES, COUNTRY MANSIONS, 
FARM BvuiLpincs, Etc., ARE DANGEROUSLY 
UNDER-INSURED. THE PRESENT INCREASED 
COST OF BUILDING IS OVERLOOKED AND THE 
NECESSARY REVISION OF POLICIES NEGLECTED. 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY 


PREPARE REPORTS FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
OwNERS IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM, 


OrFicEs—20, HANOVER SQUARE, W. 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS, 
For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., apply to 
a ». HOGG, M.B.0.S,, &., 
Medical Superintendent. 


Telephone: P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 





204th Year of the Office. 


\ 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and, PERSUNAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 


ne 


Copeed (rem Peley dated UR 


including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


| PLATE GLASS. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A, W. COUSINS, 


District Manager. 





INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LBIONSTER, 


PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES, 
Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A 
M.D. (Camb). Principal: H&NRY M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Inebriety. y years’ Experience. Excellent 
and Medica: ——-. ond terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the nc. 
TELEGRAPHIO AppRess: “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Herts. 
Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 
m.. for Gentlemen convai 


heal of the country ; 18 acres of grounds ; 
—f Quarter mile from Statiun, @. 
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